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Vážené kolegyně, milí kolegové,

také letos se přiblížil seminář ve Štědroníně závratnou rychlostí, potažmo řečeno, rok
uběhl jako voda. Šumavské konference proběhly úspěšně a zvláště ta v Kašperských
Horách ukázala,  že tutoriál  spojený s ručními  pracemi a bastlením nadstandardně
zaujal.  Těší  mě,  že  si  stále  umíme  hrát  a  že  vyrobit  vlastníma  rukama  takové
„složitosti“ jako měření teploty je pro nás zábavné a vůbec není podstatné, že na trhu
jsou mnohem důmyslnější a vypracovanější teploměry. 
Podstatou  EurOpen  už  dávno  není  (a  asi  nikdy  nebylo)  úzké  zaměření  na  ICT  a
speciálně  na  otevřené  systémy.  Cílem  je,  abychom  se  informovali  o  novinkách,
vlastních zkušenostech, naučili se něčemu novému a rozšiřovali své obzory. A to se
týká i Štědronína,  kam zveme přednášející,  kteří nám přiblíží  problematiku mnoha
zajímavých  oborů  zdánlivě  s  IT  vůbec  nesouvisející.  Prolétneme-li  podmnožinu
přednášejících,  tak  se našich seminářů  aktivně zúčastnili  filozof,  psycholog,  lékař,
matematik,  novinář,  ekolog,  biolog,  programátor,  fyzik,  sociolog, lingvista,  soudce,
ústavní soudce, právník, přírodovědec i ajťák.
Letos uvidíme jak nové tváře tak i nám již známé. Ze známých tváří se můžeme těšit
na tradiční dvojici Čuba-Bodík s jejich přehledem, co na nás v minulém roce číhalo.
Další  stálice  jsou  Václav  Žák  a  Ivan  Rynda.  Václav  Žák  mne  požádal,  abych  dal
účastníkům k dispozici stať od Johna Mearsheimera jako podklad pro svou přednášku.
Nezapomeňte si ji přečíst, je součástí pozvánky. Zkrácená verze česky je k dispozici
na  http://zpravy.idnes.cz/john-mearsheimer-nazor-ukrajina-rusko-nato-foreign-affairs-
p4z-/zahranicni.aspx?c=A140902_122620_zahranicni_aha.
Když jsme připravovali  obsah semináře, tak jsem tak intenzivně myslel na Lubora
Kysučana, že podlehl a sám se bez výzvy ozval. Pak že neexistují telepatické přenosy.
Lubor Kysučan bude dalším přednášejícím.
Petr Pokorný, přírodovědec, biolog a paleoekolog se zamyslí (i vzhledem k čerstvým
zážitkům  z  cesty  po  Sudánu)  nad  Afrikou,  její  budoucností  a  významem  pro
budoucnost.
Zdeněk Lukeš nám odhalí  krásu a účelnost staveb, které má rád. A nepochybuji o
tom, že tyto stavby, zprostředkované špičkovým architektem, zaujmou i vás. 

Moc se těší na Mikulášský večer s vámi

Dolf

Programový výbor:

Jan Kynčl
Vladimír Rudolf



12:25 Úvodní slovo a welcome drink Vladimír Rudolf

12:30
Stav informační bezpečnosti dnes v 6.55

ráno
Jakub Urbanec
Radoslav Bodó

13:20
Jak nás starověk učí porozumět

moderním dějinám?
Lubor Kysučan

14:10 Svačina

14:40
Afrika - kontinent, o kterém jste už

slyšeli a ještě leccos uslyšíte. Petr Pokorný

15:30 Stavby, které mám rád Zdeněk Lukeš

16:20 Fyzická regenerace Vlasta Rudolfová

16:35 Kávová přestávka

17:00
Léta neokonzervativní politiky v USA a
jejich důsledky pro světovou politiku,

včetně odcizení Ruska
Václav Žák

17:50 Civilizace a krize diskurzů Ivan Rynda

19:30
Večeře formou bufetu a neformální

diskuse k předneseným tématům, noční
sekce.

Diskuse k předneseným příspěvkům
a neformální diskuse v plénu

08:30 Snídaně

a dále

Volitelně práce v sekcích, obvykle
spojená s prohlídkou exteriérů hradu

Zvíkova a interiérů pivovaru
ve Zvíkovském Podhradí



Stav informační bezpečnosti dnes v 6.55 ráno
Jakub Urbanec
Radoslav Bodó

Příspěvek  se zabývá  stavem  informační  bezpečnosti  z pohledu  posledních  hrozeb
a obran proti nim. Ukazuje nové trendy bezpečnosti IT. Celá přednáška je překládána
do laické řeči tak, aby byla srozumitelná i pro posluchače, kteří přijeli převážně kvůli
welcome drinku. Přednáška byla testována na dětech.

Jakub Urbanec
Pracuje v oboru IT bezpečnosti.  Pochází  ze Západočeské univerzity v Plzni.  pracuje
jako konzultant IT bezpečnosti ve společnosti Hewlett-Packard.

Radoslav Bodó
pracoval  v  oddělení  Laboratoře  počítačových  systémů,  Centra  informatizace  a
výpočetní  techniky  jako  správce  operačních  systémů  Linux  a  distribuovaného
výpočetního  prostředí  Orion,  se  specializací  na oblast  bezpečnosti  IS  a  služeb na
platformě  Java.  V  současné  době  je  zaměstnancem CESNET  a  nadále  se  zabývá
bezpečností.

Jak nás starověk učí porozumět moderním dějinám?

Lubor Kysučan

   Starověk  není  jednou  provždy  uzavřenou  historickou  kapitolou,  pro  někoho

exotickou, pro jiného suchou a nudnou. Krom toho, že položil  základy civilizačního

dědictví,  z něhož žijeme dodnes, dal  vzniknout mnoha fenoménům a idejím, které

dodnes  hýbou  dějinami.  Chceme-li   jim  porozumět,  neobejdeme  se  bez  znalosti

starověkých dějin, jejichž argumenty v debatách o nich často zaznívají. Nejde pouze o

takové  jen  zdánlivě  moderní  jevy,  jako  jsou  globalizace,  rozsáhlé  migrace  či

ekologické  problémy velkého  rozsahu,  ale  především konkrétní  politické  konflikty,

spory a diskuse o nich, zejména v našem demograficky i dlouhou historií  poměrně

stísněném evropském a  blízkovýchodním prostoru.  Bez  znalosti  starověkých  dějin

nám uniká hlubší smysl tak rozličných jevů, jako byly v 19. století debaty o povaze

rumunského národa nebo ve 20. století izraelsko-palestinský konflikt a napětí mezi

Albánci,  Řeky  a Slovany  vrcholící  krvavým střetem v Kosovu či  zdánlivě  směšnou

debatou  o  uznání  samostatné  Makedonie.  Stejně  tak  už  ve  starověku  se  zrodila

pomezní  line  mezi  latinskou  a  byzantskou  Evropou,  obohacující  a  současně

traumatizující  státy od území bývalé Jugoslávie až po dnešní Ukrajinu a Bělorusko.

Kulisy  a  symbolika  starověkých  dějin  nejednou  slouží  hnutím  a  režimům  přímo

pokleslým  –  od  Benita  Mussoliniho  přes  Saddáma  Husajna  až  po  soudobé  řecké

nacionalisty.  Porozumět  jim  a  současně  se  jim  adekvátně  bránit  lze  opět  pouze

s dobrou znalostí příslušné historické epochy, která v nich ozvěnou zaznívá.



Lubor Kysučan  (narozen 1968 v Brně), brněnský a valašský patriot a příležitostný

toulavý světoobčan po veselých i méně veselých koutech světa. Vystudoval latinu a

češtinu na MU v Brně, tamtéž získal doktorát z klasické filologie. Působí na FF UP v

Olomouci  a  na  FSS MU v Brně.  Ve  své  akademické  práci  se  zabývá  sociálními  a

kulturními  dějinami  pozdní  antiky,  dějinami  latiny  a  environmentálními  problémy

starověku. V zájmu zachování duševního zdraví občas z akademické půdy rád uniká

do jiné reality, působil v organizacích pomáhajících uprchlíkům, účastnil se několika

humanitárních a pozorovatelských misí  v místech,  kde dějiny ještě neskončily.  Na

znepokojivé otázky, které ho napadají v knihovnách i mimo jejich zdi při setkáních s

minulostí a současností, hledá odpovědi ve svých knihách Na zlomu času a Oni a my.

Afrika - kontinent, o kterém jste už slyšeli a ještě leccos

uslyšíte.

Petr Pokorný

je biolog a paleoekolog. Zkoumá vývoj přírody (a světa vůbec) v období od poslední
ledové  doby  až  po  žhavou  současnost.  Velká  časová  perspektiva  mu  propůjčuje
nadhled  nad  děním  v  přírodě  i  ve  společnosti.  Nadhled,  který  občas  přerůstá  v
cynismus,  zvlášť  pokud  se  debata  stočí  na  tzv.  „globální  oteplování“.  O  tomto
fenoménu jistě bude řeč znovu, ale tentokrát bude téma ještě mnohem komplexnější:
Environmentální,  demografická  a sociální  krize  v  severní  Africe  a  její  význam pro
budoucnost Evropy.

Stavby, které mám rád
Průlet po známých i zcela neznámých stavbách doma i ve světě od secese
až po současnost.
Zdeněk Lukeš

je český architekt, historik architektury, odborný publicista a vysokoškolský pedagog.
Je  autorem  či  spoluautorem  mnoha  článků  a knih,  přednášek,  kritických  prací
i učebních textů. Od začátku 90. let 20. století působí na Pražském hradě.

Absolvent Fakulty architektury ČVUT. Po promoci v roce 1980 a prezenční vojenské
službě nastoupil do Národního technického muzea, kde až do roku 1990 pracoval v
archivu  architektury.  Zde  se  specializoval  především  na  architekturu  20.  století
(zejména  pražská  secesní  a  kubistická  architektura,  avantgardní  meziválečná
architektura, problematika ochrany moderních památek). Během Sametové revoluce
pracoval  v Koordinačním centru Občanského fóra v Laterně magice.  V roce  1990
nastoupil na Pražský hrad, kde byl členem kulturní sekce, pak památkového odboru.
Podílel se na projektu revitalizace Pražského Hradu v éře prezidenta Václava Havla.



1995-1997 též odborný asistent VŠUP Praha, 2000-2005 pedagog Fakulty architektury
Technické univerzity v Liberci (2000-2003 děkan). Od 2005 učí na New York University
Prague.

Pro veřejnost nepravidelně pořádá vzdělávací tzv. "Psí vycházky" za architekturou.

Převzato z Wikipedie.

Léta neokonzervativní politiky v USA a jejich důsledky pro 
světovou politiku, včetně odcizení Ruska
Václav Žák 

vystudoval Fakultu technické a jaderné fyziky (1967), poté pracoval ve Výzkumném
ústavu matematických strojů (1968 – 1990), kde se zabýval architekturou počítačů,
operačními systémy a překladači. V období 1990 - 1992 působil v České národní radě
ve  funkci  místopředsedy  a  člena  ústavně  právního  výboru.  V  současnosti   je
šéfredaktorem dvouměsíčníku LISTY a mediálním poradcem.

Jako studijní materiál pro přednášku  je na konci pozvánky článek „Why the Ukraine
Crisis Is the West’s Fault” Johna J. Mearsheimera.

Civilizace a krize diskurzů
Jako vždy u Ivana zůstává obsah přednášky zahalen tajemstvím. Přesto nepochybuji,
že se máme na co těšit.

Ivan Rynda

je  český  sociální  a kulturní  ekolog,  vysokoškolský  pedagog  a politik.  Zabývá
se zejména  udržitelným  rozvojem,  ekonomikou  a právem  životního  prostředí,
globálními civilizačními problémy či vztahem médií a ekologie. 



Kdy

Seminář začíná v pátek 5.12.2014 od 12:00 
hodin. Oficiální program končí tentýž den do 20 
hodin, neoficiální část pak končí v sobotu 
6.12.2014. Stravování je zajištěno do sobotní 
snídaně.

Kde

Penzion Fousek

Štědronín

http://www.zvikov.cz

Jak se přihlásit

Na seminář je nutné se přihlásit pomocí 
webové aplikace  http://www.europen.cz

Případné další informace u pí. Šlosarové:

tel: 377632701

fax: 377632702

e-mail: europen@europen.cz

Co zahrnuje účastnický poplatek Vložné, občerstvení během přestávek. Ubytování
a strava je hrazena samostatně.

Úhrada poplatku

č.ú. 478928473, kód banky 0300

variabilní symbol v elektronické přihlášce

společnost EurOpen.CZ,

Univerzitní 8, Plzeň

IČO: 61389081

Společnost EurOpen.CZ není plátcem DPH.

Neúčast Při neúčasti se účastnický poplatek nevrací.

Doklad o zaplacení Zašleme v rámci vyúčtování po skončení 
semináře.

Uzávěrka přihlášek 3.12.2014 nebo při naplnění ubytovací kapacity.

On-line přihlášky

Elektronická přihláška je na adrese 
http://www.europen.cz

V programu konference může dojít k drobným 
časovým i obsahovým změnám.

Kapacita Kapacita přednáškového sálu a ubytovací 
kapacita hotelu limitují počet účastníků na 40.

Další informace
Pořizování audio či video záznamů  bez svolení 
přednášejících a organizátorů konference není 
povoleno.



Konferenční  poplatky

Vložné Členové Nečlenové

Zaplaceno do 30.11.2014 600,00 Kč 800,00 Kč

Zaplaceno po 30.11.2014 700,00 Kč 900,00 Kč

Ubytování činí 490 Kč, strava 200Kč.



Oznámení o konání konference a žádost o příspěvek 46. konference
Českého sdružení uživatelů otevřených systémů EurOpen.CZ

46. konference EurOpen.CZ jaro 2015

10. až 13. května 2015, Seč

Na jaře  2015  bude  již  čtyřicátá  šestá  konference  EurOpen.CZ.  Tak  jako  u každé
konference  hledáme  příspěvky  zaměřené  na výměnu  zkušeností  a informací
o novinkách  i ověřených  technologiích,  postupech  nebo  nástrojích,  na zkušenosti
z nasazení  produktů  či  z řešení  praktických  problémů.  Jako  nosná,  nikoliv
obligatorní,navrhla poslední valná hromada tato témata:

 Virtualizace (Vagrant, Puppet, lxc, Doscker, Ansible, ...)
 Opensource SIEM
 Vývoj mobilních aplikací pro Android (SDPY, websockets, SAML2)
 Domácí řídící technologie, automatizace,  gadgets
 a další

Můžete přijít i s vlastním, jiným tématem. V ideálním případě s návrhem na tématickou
sekci.  Sekcí  se rozumí  zpravidla  půldenní  blok  přednášek  (3-4  přednášky).
Preferovaným scénářem pro zajímavé návrhy je, že sekce bude zahrnuta do plánů další
konference a navrhovatel se stane členem jejího programového výboru.
Konference není omezena striktně na otevřená řešení se svobodnou SW licencí, při 
zachování technického (opak marketingového) zaměření příspěvku lze prezentovat i jiná
tématicky vhodná řešení.
Své návrhy (abstrakt do 1 strany) posílejte prosím na adresu europen@europen.cz 
do 31.1.2015.
Technické informace:
Doporučený  rozsah finálního  příspěvku je  2–10 stránek,  není  však striktně omezen.
Návrhy  příspěvků  budou  posouzeny  programovým  výborem  a autoři  budou
o přijetí/odmítnutí  informováni.  U přijatých příspěvků bude vyžadována krátká anotace
(jeden odstavec) a CV autorů pro pozvánku na konferenci.
Důležité termíny:

 Podání návrhu příspěvku (rozšířený abstrakt):    31.1.2015
 Oznámení o přijetí/odmítnutí:  28.2.2015
 Odevzdání krátké anotace a CV pro pozvánku: 20.3.2015
 Odevzdání finálního příspěvku pro sborník: 25.4.2015

Programový výbor:
Zdeněk Šustr
Tomáš Hnetila
Jan Kynčl
Jan Panoch

mailto:europen@europen.cz


Jak se dostat do Štědronína



Why the Ukraine Crisis Is the West’s 
Fault

The Liberal Delusions That Provoked Putin

By John J. Mearsheimer 
From our September/October 2014 Issue 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

According to the prevailing wisdom in the West, the Ukraine crisis can be blamed almost 
entirely on Russian aggression. Russian President Vladimir Putin, the argument goes, 
annexed Crimea out of a long-standing desire to resuscitate the Soviet empire, and he 
may eventually go after the rest of Ukraine, as well as other countries in eastern Europe. 
In this view, the ouster of Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych in February 2014 
merely provided a pretext for Putin’s decision to order Russian forces to seize part of 
Ukraine.

But this account is wrong: the United States and its European allies share most of the 
responsibility for the crisis. The taproot of the trouble is NATO enlargement, the central 
element of a larger strategy to move Ukraine out of Russia’s orbit and integrate it into the 
West. At the same time, the EU’s expansion eastward and the West’s backing of the pro-
democracy movement in Ukraine -- beginning with the Orange Revolution in 2004 -- 
were critical elements, too. Since the mid-1990s, Russian leaders have adamantly 
opposed NATO enlargement, and in recent years, they have made it clear that they would 
not stand by while their strategically important neighbor turned into a Western bastion. 
For Putin, the illegal overthrow of Ukraine’s democratically elected and pro-Russian 
president -- which he rightly labeled a “coup” -- was the final straw. He responded by 
taking Crimea, a peninsula he feared would host a NATO naval base, and working to 
destabilize Ukraine until it abandoned its efforts to join the West. 

Putin’s pushback should have come as no surprise. After all, the West had been moving 
into Russia’s backyard and threatening its core strategic interests, a point Putin made 
emphatically and repeatedly. Elites in the United States and Europe have been blindsided 
by events only because they subscribe to a flawed view of international politics. They 
tend to believe that the logic of realism holds little relevance in the twenty-first century 
and that Europe can be kept whole and free on the basis of such liberal principles as the 
rule of law, economic interdependence, and democracy.

But this grand scheme went awry in Ukraine. The crisis there shows that realpolitik 
remains relevant -- and states that ignore it do so at their own peril. U.S. and European 
leaders blundered in attempting to turn Ukraine into a Western stronghold on Russia’s 
border. Now that the consequences have been laid bare, it would be an even greater 
mistake to continue this misbegotten policy.

http://www.foreignaffairs.com/issues/2014/93/5
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/author/john-j-mearsheimer


U.S. and European leaders blundered in attempting to turn Ukraine into a Western 
stronghold on Russia’s border. 

THE WESTERN AFFRONT 

As the Cold War came to a close, Soviet leaders preferred that U.S. forces remain in 
Europe and NATO stay intact, an arrangement they thought would keep a reunified 
Germany pacified. But they and their Russian successors did not want NATO to grow any
larger and assumed that Western diplomats understood their concerns. The Clinton 
administration evidently thought otherwise, and in the mid-1990s, it began pushing for 
NATO to expand.

The first round of enlargement took place in 1999 and brought in the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, and Poland. The second occurred in 2004; it included Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. Moscow complained bitterly from the start. 
During NATO’s 1995 bombing campaign against the Bosnian Serbs, for example, 
Russian President Boris Yeltsin said, “This is the first sign of what could happen when 
NATO comes right up to the Russian Federation’s borders. ... The flame of war could 
burst out across the whole of Europe.” But the Russians were too weak at the time to 
derail NATO’s eastward movement -- which, at any rate, did not look so threatening, 
since none of the new members shared a border with Russia, save for the tiny Baltic 
countries.

Then NATO began looking further east. At its April 2008 summit in Bucharest, the 
alliance considered admitting Georgia and Ukraine. The George W. Bush administration 
supported doing so, but France and Germany opposed the move for fear that it would 
unduly antagonize Russia. In the end, NATO’s members reached a compromise: the 
alliance did not begin the formal process leading to membership, but it issued a statement
endorsing the aspirations of Georgia and Ukraine and boldly declaring, “These countries 
will become members of NATO.” 

Moscow, however, did not see the outcome as much of a compromise. Alexander 
Grushko, then Russia’s deputy foreign minister, said, “Georgia’s and Ukraine’s 
membership in the alliance is a huge strategic mistake which would have most serious 
consequences for pan-European security.” Putin maintained that admitting those two 
countries to NATO would represent a “direct threat” to Russia. One Russian newspaper 
reported that Putin, while speaking with Bush, “very transparently hinted that if Ukraine 
was accepted into NATO, it would cease to exist.”

Russia’s invasion of Georgia in August 2008 should have dispelled any remaining doubts 
about Putin’s determination to prevent Georgia and Ukraine from joining NATO. 
Georgian President Mikhail Saakashvili, who was deeply committed to bringing his 



country into NATO, had decided in the summer of 2008 to reincorporate two separatist 
regions, Abkhazia and South Ossetia. But Putin sought to keep Georgia weak and divided
-- and out of NATO. After fighting broke out between the Georgian government and 
South Ossetian separatists, Russian forces took control of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. 
Moscow had made its point. Yet despite this clear warning, NATO never publicly 
abandoned its goal of bringing Georgia and Ukraine into the alliance. And NATO 
expansion continued marching forward, with Albania and Croatia becoming members in 
2009.

The EU, too, has been marching eastward. In May 2008, it unveiled its Eastern 
Partnership initiative, a program to foster prosperity in such countries as Ukraine and 
integrate them into the EU economy. Not surprisingly, Russian leaders view the plan as 
hostile to their country’s interests. This past February, before Yanukovych was forced 
from office, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov accused the EU of trying to create a
“sphere of influence” in Eastern Europe. In the eyes of Russian leaders, EU expansion is 
a stalking horse for NATO expansion. 

The West’s final tool for peeling Kiev away from Moscow has been its efforts to spread 
Western values and promote democracy in Ukraine and other post-Soviet states, a plan 
that often entails funding pro-Western individuals and organizations. Victoria Nuland, the
U.S. assistant secretary of state for European and Eurasian affairs, estimated in December
2013 that the United States had invested more than $5 billion since 1991 to help Ukraine 
achieve “the future it deserves.” As part of that effort, the U.S. government has 
bankrolled the National Endowment for Democracy. The nonprofit foundation has funded
more than 60 projects aimed at promoting civil society in Ukraine, and the NED’s 
president, Carl Gershman, has called that country “the biggest prize.” After Yanukovych 
won Ukraine’s presidential election in February 2010, the NED decided he was 
undermining its goals, and so it stepped up its efforts to support the opposition and 
strengthen the country’s democratic institutions.

When Russian leaders look at Western social engineering in Ukraine, they worry that 
their country might be next. And such fears are hardly groundless. In September 2013, 
Gershman wrote in The Washington Post, “Ukraine’s choice to join Europe will 
accelerate the demise of the ideology of Russian imperialism that Putin represents.” He 
added: “Russians, too, face a choice, and Putin may find himself on the losing end not 
just in the near abroad but within Russia itself.”

CREATING A CRISIS

Imagine the American outrage if China built an impressive military alliance and tried to 
include Canada and Mexico. 

The West’s triple package of policies -- NATO enlargement, EU expansion, and 
democracy promotion -- added fuel to a fire waiting to ignite. The spark came in 
November 2013, when Yanukovych rejected a major economic deal he had been 
negotiating with the EU and decided to accept a $15 billion Russian counteroffer instead. 



That decision gave rise to antigovernment demonstrations that escalated over the 
following three months and that by mid-February had led to the deaths of some one 
hundred protesters. Western emissaries hurriedly flew to Kiev to resolve the crisis. On 
February 21, the government and the opposition struck a deal that allowed Yanukovych to
stay in power until new elections were held. But it immediately fell apart, and 
Yanukovych fled to Russia the next day. The new government in Kiev was pro-Western 
and anti-Russian to the core, and it contained four high-ranking members who could 
legitimately be labeled neofascists.  

Although the full extent of U.S. involvement has not yet come to light, it is clear that 
Washington backed the coup. Nuland and Republican Senator John McCain participated 
in antigovernment demonstrations, and Geoffrey Pyatt, the U.S. ambassador to Ukraine, 
proclaimed after Yanukovych‘s toppling that it was “a day for the history books.” As a 
leaked telephone recording revealed, Nuland had advocated regime change and wanted 
the Ukrainian politician Arseniy Yatsenyuk to become prime minister in the new 
government, which he did. No wonder Russians of all persuasions think the West played 
a role in Yanukovych‘s ouster.

For Putin, the time to act against Ukraine and the West had arrived. Shortly after 
February 22, he ordered Russian forces to take Crimea from Ukraine, and soon after that, 
he incorporated it into Russia. The task proved relatively easy, thanks to the thousands of 
Russian troops already stationed at a naval base in the Crimean port of Sevastopol. 
Crimea also made for an easy target since ethnic Russians compose roughly 60 percent of
its population. Most of them wanted out of Ukraine. 

Next, Putin put massive pressure on the new government in Kiev to discourage it from 
siding with the West against Moscow, making it clear that he would wreck Ukraine as a 
functioning state before he would allow it to become a Western stronghold on Russia’s 
doorstep. Toward that end, he has provided advisers, arms, and diplomatic support to the 
Russian separatists in eastern Ukraine, who are pushing the country toward civil war. He 
has massed a large army on the Ukrainian border, threatening to invade if the government
cracks down on the rebels. And he has sharply raised the price of the natural gas Russia 
sells to Ukraine and demanded payment for past exports. Putin is playing hardball.

THE DIAGNOSIS

Putin’s actions should be easy to comprehend. A huge expanse of flat land that 
Napoleonic France, imperial Germany, and Nazi Germany all crossed to strike at Russia 
itself, Ukraine serves as a buffer state of enormous strategic importance to Russia. No 
Russian leader would tolerate a military alliance that was Moscow’s mortal enemy until 
recently moving into Ukraine. Nor would any Russian leader stand idly by while the West
helped install a government there that was determined to integrate Ukraine into the West. 

Washington may not like Moscow’s position, but it should understand the logic behind it. 
This is Geopolitics 101: great powers are always sensitive to potential threats near their 
home territory. After all, the United States does not tolerate distant great powers 



deploying military forces anywhere in the Western Hemisphere, much less on its borders. 
Imagine the outrage in Washington if China built an impressive military alliance and tried
to include Canada and Mexico in it. Logic aside, Russian leaders have told their Western 
counterparts on many occasions that they consider NATO expansion into Georgia and 
Ukraine unacceptable, along with any effort to turn those countries against Russia -- a 
message that the 2008 Russian-Georgian war also made crystal clear.

Officials from the United States and its European allies contend that they tried hard to 
assuage Russian fears and that Moscow should understand that NATO has no designs on 
Russia. In addition to continually denying that its expansion was aimed at containing 
Russia, the alliance has never permanently deployed military forces in its new member 
states. In 2002, it even created a body called the NATO-Russia Council in an effort to 
foster cooperation. To further mollify Russia, the United States announced in 2009 that it 
would deploy its new missile defense system on warships in European waters, at least 
initially, rather than on Czech or Polish territory. But none of these measures worked; the 
Russians remained steadfastly opposed to NATO enlargement, especially into Georgia 
and Ukraine. And it is the Russians, not the West, who ultimately get to decide what 
counts as a threat to them.

To understand why the West, especially the United States, failed to understand that its 
Ukraine policy was laying the groundwork for a major clash with Russia, one must go 
back to the mid-1990s, when the Clinton administration began advocating NATO 
expansion. Pundits advanced a variety of arguments for and against enlargement, but 
there was no consensus on what to do. Most eastern European émigrés in the United 
States and their relatives, for example, strongly supported expansion, because they 
wanted NATO to protect such countries as Hungary and Poland. A few realists also 
favored the policy because they thought Russia still needed to be contained. 

But most realists opposed expansion, in the belief that a declining great power with an 
aging population and a one-dimensional economy did not in fact need to be contained. 
And they feared that enlargement would only give Moscow an incentive to cause trouble 
in eastern Europe. The U.S. diplomat George Kennan articulated this perspective in a 
1998 interview, shortly after the U.S. Senate approved the first round of NATO 
expansion. “I think the Russians will gradually react quite adversely and it will affect 
their policies,” he said. “I think it is a tragic mistake. There was no reason for this 
whatsoever. No one was threatening anyone else.”

The United States and its allies should abandon their plan to westernize Ukraine and 
instead aim to make it a neutral buffer. 

Most liberals, on the other hand, favored enlargement, including many key members of 
the Clinton administration. They believed that the end of the Cold War had fundamentally
transformed international politics and that a new, postnational order had replaced the 
realist logic that used to govern Europe. The United States was not only the 
“indispensable nation,” as Secretary of State Madeleine Albright put it; it was also a 



benign hegemon and thus unlikely to be viewed as a threat in Moscow. The aim, in 
essence, was to make the entire continent look like western Europe. 

And so the United States and its allies sought to promote democracy in the countries of 
eastern Europe, increase economic interdependence among them, and embed them in 
international institutions. Having won the debate in the United States, liberals had little 
difficulty convincing their European allies to support NATO enlargement. After all, given
the EU’s past achievements, Europeans were even more wedded than Americans to the 
idea that geopolitics no longer mattered and that an all-inclusive liberal order could 
maintain peace in Europe. 

So thoroughly did liberals come to dominate the discourse about European security 
during the first decade of this century that even as the alliance adopted an open-door 
policy of growth, NATO expansion faced little realist opposition. The liberal worldview 
is now accepted dogma among U.S. officials. In March, for example, President Barack 
Obama delivered a speech about Ukraine in which he talked repeatedly about “the ideals”
that motivate Western policy and how those ideals “have often been threatened by an 
older, more traditional view of power.” Secretary of State John Kerry’s response to the 
Crimea crisis reflected this same perspective: “You just don’t in the twenty-first century 
behave in nineteenth-century fashion by invading another country on completely 
trumped-up pretext.”

In essence, the two sides have been operating with different playbooks: Putin and his 
compatriots have been thinking and acting according to realist dictates, whereas their 
Western counterparts have been adhering to liberal ideas about international politics. The 
result is that the United States and its allies unknowingly provoked a major crisis over 
Ukraine. 

BLAME GAME

In that same 1998 interview, Kennan predicted that NATO expansion would provoke a 
crisis, after which the proponents of expansion would “say that we always told you that is
how the Russians are.” As if on cue, most Western officials have portrayed Putin as the 
real culprit in the Ukraine predicament. In March, according to The New York Times, 
German Chancellor Angela Merkel implied that Putin was irrational, telling Obama that 
he was “in another world.” Although Putin no doubt has autocratic tendencies, no 
evidence supports the charge that he is mentally unbalanced. On the contrary: he is a 
first-class strategist who should be feared and respected by anyone challenging him on 
foreign policy. 

Other analysts allege, more plausibly, that Putin regrets the demise of the Soviet Union 
and is determined to reverse it by expanding Russia’s borders. According to this 
interpretation, Putin, having taken Crimea, is now testing the waters to see if the time is 
right to conquer Ukraine, or at least its eastern part, and he will eventually behave 
aggressively toward other countries in Russia’s neighborhood. For some in this camp, 
Putin represents a modern-day Adolf Hitler, and striking any kind of deal with him would



repeat the mistake of Munich. Thus, NATO must admit Georgia and Ukraine to contain 
Russia before it dominates its neighbors and threatens western Europe. 

This argument falls apart on close inspection. If Putin were committed to creating a 
greater Russia, signs of his intentions would almost certainly have arisen before February
22. But there is virtually no evidence that he was bent on taking Crimea, much less any 
other territory in Ukraine, before that date. Even Western leaders who supported NATO 
expansion were not doing so out of a fear that Russia was about to use military force. 
Putin’s actions in Crimea took them by complete surprise and appear to have been a 
spontaneous reaction to Yanukovych‘s ouster. Right afterward, even Putin said he 
opposed Crimean secession, before quickly changing his mind. 

Besides, even if it wanted to, Russia lacks the capability to easily conquer and annex 
eastern Ukraine, much less the entire country. Roughly 15 million people -- one-third of 
Ukraine’s population -- live between the Dnieper River, which bisects the country, and 
the Russian border. An overwhelming majority of those people want to remain part of 
Ukraine and would surely resist a Russian occupation. Furthermore, Russia’s mediocre 
army, which shows few signs of turning into a modern Wehrmacht, would have little 
chance of pacifying all of Ukraine. Moscow is also poorly positioned to pay for a costly 
occupation; its weak economy would suffer even more in the face of the resulting 
sanctions.

But even if Russia did boast a powerful military machine and an impressive economy, it 
would still probably prove unable to successfully occupy Ukraine. One need only 
consider the Soviet and U.S. experiences in Afghanistan, the U.S. experiences in Vietnam
and Iraq, and the Russian experience in Chechnya to be reminded that military 
occupations usually end badly. Putin surely understands that trying to subdue Ukraine 
would be like swallowing a porcupine. His response to events there has been defensive, 
not offensive.

A WAY OUT

Given that most Western leaders continue to deny that Putin’s behavior might be 
motivated by legitimate security concerns, it is unsurprising that they have tried to 
modify it by doubling down on their existing policies and have punished Russia to deter 
further aggression. Although Kerry has maintained that “all options are on the table,” 
neither the United States nor its NATO allies are prepared to use force to defend Ukraine. 
The West is relying instead on economic sanctions to coerce Russia into ending its 
support for the insurrection in eastern Ukraine. In July, the United States and the EU put 
in place their third round of limited sanctions, targeting mainly high-level individuals 
closely tied to the Russian government and some high-profile banks, energy companies, 
and defense firms. They also threatened to unleash another, tougher round of sanctions, 
aimed at whole sectors of the Russian economy. 

Such measures will have little effect. Harsh sanctions are likely off the table anyway; 
western European countries, especially Germany, have resisted imposing them for fear 



that Russia might retaliate and cause serious economic damage within the EU. But even 
if the United States could convince its allies to enact tough measures, Putin would 
probably not alter his decision-making. History shows that countries will absorb 
enormous amounts of punishment in order to protect their core strategic interests. There 
is no reason to think Russia represents an exception to this rule.

Western leaders have also clung to the provocative policies that precipitated the crisis in 
the first place. In April, U.S. Vice President Joseph Biden met with Ukrainian legislators 
and told them, “This is a second opportunity to make good on the original promise made 
by the Orange Revolution.” John Brennan, the director of the CIA, did not help things 
when, that same month, he visited Kiev on a trip the White House said was aimed at 
improving security cooperation with the Ukrainian government.

The EU, meanwhile, has continued to push its Eastern Partnership. In March, José 
Manuel Barroso, the president of the European Commission, summarized EU thinking on
Ukraine, saying, “We have a debt, a duty of solidarity with that country, and we will work
to have them as close as possible to us.” And sure enough, on June 27, the EU and 
Ukraine signed the economic agreement that Yanukovych had fatefully rejected seven 
months earlier. Also in June, at a meeting of NATO members’ foreign ministers, it was 
agreed that the alliance would remain open to new members, although the foreign 
ministers refrained from mentioning Ukraine by name. “No third country has a veto over 
NATO enlargement,” announced Anders Fogh Rasmussen, NATO’s secretary-general. 
The foreign ministers also agreed to support various measures to improve Ukraine’s 
military capabilities in such areas as command and control, logistics, and cyberdefense. 
Russian leaders have naturally recoiled at these actions; the West’s response to the crisis 
will only make a bad situation worse. 

There is a solution to the crisis in Ukraine, however -- although it would require the West 
to think about the country in a fundamentally new way. The United States and its allies 
should abandon their plan to westernize Ukraine and instead aim to make it a neutral 
buffer between NATO and Russia, akin to Austria’s position during the Cold War. 
Western leaders should acknowledge that Ukraine matters so much to Putin that they 
cannot support an anti-Russian regime there. This would not mean that a future Ukrainian
government would have to be pro-Russian or anti-NATO. On the contrary, the goal 
should be a sovereign Ukraine that falls in neither the Russian nor the Western camp.

To achieve this end, the United States and its allies should publicly rule out NATO’s 
expansion into both Georgia and Ukraine. The West should also help fashion an 
economic rescue plan for Ukraine funded jointly by the EU, the International Monetary 
Fund, Russia, and the United States -- a proposal that Moscow should welcome, given its 
interest in having a prosperous and stable Ukraine on its western flank. And the West 
should considerably limit its social-engineering efforts inside Ukraine. It is time to put an 
end to Western support for another Orange Revolution. Nevertheless, U.S. and European 
leaders should encourage Ukraine to respect minority rights, especially the language 
rights of its Russian speakers. 



Some may argue that changing policy toward Ukraine at this late date would seriously 
damage U.S. credibility around the world. There would undoubtedly be certain costs, but 
the costs of continuing a misguided strategy would be much greater. Furthermore, other 
countries are likely to respect a state that learns from its mistakes and ultimately devises a
policy that deals effectively with the problem at hand. That option is clearly open to the 
United States.

One also hears the claim that Ukraine has the right to determine whom it wants to ally 
with and the Russians have no right to prevent Kiev from joining the West. This is a 
dangerous way for Ukraine to think about its foreign policy choices. The sad truth is that 
might often makes right when great-power politics are at play. Abstract rights such as 
self-determination are largely meaningless when powerful states get into brawls with 
weaker states. Did Cuba have the right to form a military alliance with the Soviet Union 
during the Cold War? The United States certainly did not think so, and the Russians think
the same way about Ukraine joining the West. It is in Ukraine’s interest to understand 
these facts of life and tread carefully when dealing with its more powerful neighbor.

Even if one rejects this analysis, however, and believes that Ukraine has the right to 
petition to join the EU and NATO, the fact remains that the United States and its 
European allies have the right to reject these requests. There is no reason that the West 
has to accommodate Ukraine if it is bent on pursuing a wrong-headed foreign policy, 
especially if its defense is not a vital interest. Indulging the dreams of some Ukrainians is 
not worth the animosity and strife it will cause, especially for the Ukrainian people. 

Of course, some analysts might concede that NATO handled relations with Ukraine 
poorly and yet still maintain that Russia constitutes an enemy that will only grow more 
formidable over time -- and that the West therefore has no choice but to continue its 
present policy. But this viewpoint is badly mistaken. Russia is a declining power, and it 
will only get weaker with time. Even if Russia were a rising power, moreover, it would 
still make no sense to incorporate Ukraine into NATO. The reason is simple: the United 
States and its European allies do not consider Ukraine to be a core strategic interest, as 
their unwillingness to use military force to come to its aid has proved. It would therefore 
be the height of folly to create a new NATO member that the other members have no 
intention of defending. NATO has expanded in the past because liberals assumed the 
alliance would never have to honor its new security guarantees, but Russia’s recent power
play shows that granting Ukraine NATO membership could put Russia and the West on a 
collision course.

Sticking with the current policy would also complicate Western relations with Moscow 
on other issues. The United States needs Russia’s assistance to withdraw U.S. equipment 
from Afghanistan through Russian territory, reach a nuclear agreement with Iran, and 
stabilize the situation in Syria. In fact, Moscow has helped Washington on all three of 
these issues in the past; in the summer of 2013, it was Putin who pulled Obama’s 
chestnuts out of the fire by forging the deal under which Syria agreed to relinquish its 
chemical weapons, thereby avoiding the U.S. military strike that Obama had threatened. 



The United States will also someday need Russia’s help containing a rising China. 
Current U.S. policy, however, is only driving Moscow and Beijing closer together. 

The United States and its European allies now face a choice on Ukraine. They can 
continue their current policy, which will exacerbate hostilities with Russia and devastate 
Ukraine in the process -- a scenario in which everyone would come out a loser. Or they 
can switch gears and work to create a prosperous but neutral Ukraine, one that does not 
threaten Russia and allows the West to repair its relations with Moscow. With that 
approach, all sides would win.
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