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This is the first issue of our traditional analytics that goes under the title of 
TRUMAN Index.

In the analysis of bilateral relations between Ukraine and the USA, the EU, 
China and Russia, the reader felt the need for a unit that would balance the 
intensity of developing relations in each of the directions with the quality 
of cooperation. It came as a pleasant surprise how carefully our audience 
approaches the journal, and how accurately it shaped the demand. In this 
regard, we have improved the methodology (p.3), and in this issue we have 
introduced such indicator as TRUMAN Index.

We are happy that this updated edition was prepared by a team of experts, 
headed by Alyona Getmanchuk, who have worked with us throughout the 
year. This autumn they have launched a new project - the New Europe Center. 
It is these authors who we are grateful to for the depth and accuracy of our 
analytical materials. It should be noted that the topic of relations between 
Ukraine and China over the past year became mainstream. We believe that 
this is the great merit of our experts on Ukrainian-Chinese relations - Andriy 
Goncharuk and Viktor Kiktenko.

We are indeed pleased with the recognition that we receive. Over four hundred 
copies of TRUMAN Agency analytics are addressed to fifty embassies, key 
ministries, the Presidential Administration and the country’s largest companies 
operating abroad. We get reviews and comments from numerous readers. It is 
this feedback that helps us to improve our product and encourages us not to stop. 

Thanks for being with us.

Ivan Vaneev
Founder, Managing Partner, TRUMAN Agency
iv@trumanagency.com
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
TRUMAN Index is a quantitative and qualitative assessment of Ukraine’s progress in bilateral relations with key foreign 
policy directions: the EU, the US, China and Russia. This quarterly journal tracks the changing dynamics of these four re-
lationships. Our analytical articles are written by specialists based on their own observations and on many discussions 
with domestic and foreign diplomats, opinion leaders and officials.

TRUMAN Index monitors events in Ukraine’s foreign relations with each of these countries and offers an analysis of the 
way that each of these partners has been interacting with Ukraine during the reported period.

In addition to analyzing the quality of relations, every bilateral event is evaluated on a scale from -10 to +10. The total 
points for foreign policy in the given area is the sum of the values assigned to these bilaterally significant events during 
that quarter. The expert group takes BISS1 methodology as its basis, which offers a clear scale for evaluating foreign 
policy events.

Event evaluation scale:
• Economic and political integration, the coming into force of agreements on deeper cooperation: 7-10 points.
• The signing or ratification of an agreement – on cooperation, on trade, on tariffs, on integration, and so on – , 

the opening of lines of credit and economic assistance: 4-6 points.
• An official visit at the ministerial level or higher, especially related to key ministries: foreign affairs, internal 

affairs, defense, economy, and trade; negotiations over potential agreements, official visits at the highest level 
– president, PM – from both sides: 1-3 points.

• Positive statements from key politicians in these countries, from the MFA regarding foreign policy, in legislative 
resolutions: 1-2 points.

• Official visits at the deputy minister level from non-key ministries, parliamentary delegations, exhibitions, busi-
ness forums, national culture days, important diplomatic contacts and negotiations: 1 point.

• Negative announcements from key politicians, from MFAs regarding foreign policy, in legislative resolutions: 
minus 1-2 points.

• Delays in ratifying agreements, not being invited to events, failure of support to come from the international 
community: minus 2-4 points.

• Violations of agreements or mutual commitments: minus 3 points.
• Trade wars, anti-dumping investigations, boycotts of goods, embargoes, expulsions of diplomat, recalls of am-

bassadors: minus 4-6 points.
• Provocations, severed diplomatic relations, military action: minus 7-10 points.

The total points in a given foreign policy direction are divided by the number of events recorded during the quarter: 
this constitutes the TRUMAN Index. This approach minimizes the methodological risk that one partner will accumulate 
more points simply thanks to a large number of less significant events during a given quarter. A different quarter might 
result in lower points because of fewer, but more significant than average, events. TRUMAN Index serves to establish 
a balance between the quantity of events and the quality of the cooperation.

1 BISS (Belarusian Institute for Strategic Studies / Білоруський інститут стратегічних досліджень). Джерело: http://belinstitute.eu/ru/tags/индекс
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POLITICAL DIALOG
After President Poroshenko’s high-profile visit to Washington on 
June 20 and a series of meetings between him and members of the 
Trump Administration, including the US president himself, dialog 
between the two governments really picked up pace. Several planned 
visits took place and in July Secretary of State Tillerson visited Kyiv. 
Tillerson was the first member of the Trump Administration to come 
to Kyiv, and he did not come alone.

With Tillerson was the newly-appointed Special Representative 
for Ukraine Negotiations, Kurt Volker, whose appointment was, 
incidentally, predicted in the previous two issues of TRUMAN Index. 
It’s interesting that the current Administration decided to appoint 
a special representative, given the obvious skepticism towards the 

whole idea of special envoys at the Department of State. It later 
turned out that this was not the only issue on which the Trump 
Administration was prepared to make an exception for Ukraine: it 
appears to also be prepared to finance a possible UN peacekeeping 
mission to Ukraine.

In July, A. Wess Mitchell was finally nominated to the post of Assistant 
Secretary of State for Europe and Eurasia to replace Victoria Nuland. 
But the president and CEO of the Center for European Policy Analysis 
(CEPA) was only approved by the Senate in September and began to 
work on October 12. There has been widespread, harsh criticism of 
the dilatory process of filling empty posts in the State Department, 
although in this particular case, his predecessor’s appointment 
followed a similar timeframe. Mitchell immediately sent a signal to 

After a very uncertain first six months of President Trump, Ukrainian-American relations moved to more understandable trajectory and Ukraine 
finally felt some ground under its feet in relation to the US. Presidents Poroshenko and Trump had a second private meeting at the end of 
September in New York and, judging by the glowing mood among Ukrainian officials and diplomats, it went quite well. Even the occasional 
turbulent episode, such as Trump’s tweet about Ukraine supposedly sabotaging his election campaign failed to dampen this mood. 

Thus, US relations remain the highest foreign policy priority for Ukraine and the slogan, “America First” is very real for its political leadership. In 
making security and trade the main strategic focus, Ukraine has found the right note and real supporters in the current US Administration. Trump’s 
background and his influential circle of former generals have made this choice of strategy a mirror version of the Republican Administration’s 
own priorities.

Moreover, in this latest quarter, relations between Ukraine and the US have become far more clearly bilateral in nature. In other words, issues 
have come up that are exclusively on the bilateral agenda and not directly related to the conflict between Russia and Ukraine and the Washington-
Moscow dialog. Kyiv would actually like to see even more bilateralism, including estalishing a permanent two-way dialog.

Meanwhile, the Trump Administration’s commitment to democracy and reforms in Ukraine is not especially evident. In his March 31 speech at 
NATO headquarters, US Secretary of State Rex Tillerson had said, “It serves no purpose for Ukraine to fight for its body in Donbas if it loses 
its soul to corruption,” and American diplomats still like to quote him. But that was probably the strongest and most concrete statement by a 
US official with regard to corruption in Ukraine since Russia started its war here. It’s safe to assume, then, that relations between Kyiv and 
Washington will continue to evolve primarily with a focus on security and trade. That is, until Trump decides to pay attention to the concerns of 
the military professionals who advise him.

Positive: + 53,5
Negative: -5
Overall: +48,5
TRUMAN Index: +1,38

Alyona Getmanchuk 
Director of the New Europe Center

UPDATE

JULY-OCTOBER 2017

TIMELINE

UKRAINE-US RELATIONS
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countries in Europe and Eurasia, Ukraine was going to be one of his 
priorities. As further evidence of this, he has planned a stop in Kyiv 
during his first international tour in November. Key here will be good 
coordination between him and Kurt Volker.

On Independence Day in August, US Secretary of Defense Gen. Mattis 
showed up for the parade. In the top offices of the country, Mattis has 
slowly come to be seen as the main promoter of Ukraine issues in the 
new Administration. In contrast to other officials who are engaged 
in some capacity to issues involving Ukraine, Mattis has managed to 
avoid attracting any public criticisms from his boss. According to one 
American insider, there is reason to believe that Mattis definitely has 
the US president’s ear. 

The only planned visit that had not taken place prior to the publication 
of this report is Energy Secretary Rick Perry’s. His trip was moved 
back as the former Texas Governor has been busy helping his state 
recover from Hurricane Harvey, which hit Houston this summer.

During the summer, sanctions against Russia were also codified, 
that is, became US law. Back in January-February, this seemed 
an almost impossible outcome for Kyiv. If the very brief reception 
President Poroshenko and FM Pavlo Klimkin had in the Oval Office 
was intended to persuade the Congress that White House support 
for Ukraine was strong and that sanctions against Russia should 
not be withdrawn, it failed. Congress continued to demand clearer 
guarantees on this issue, and in the end American lawmakers on both 
sides of the aisle obviously felt that they had them. Despite Trump’s 
meeting with his Ukrainian counterpart, the US president himself 
kept avoiding any possible characterization of Russia as a threat to 
the US or the aggressor in Ukraine.

The subject of Russia’s aggression against Ukraine was not 
mentioned during the public portions of President Trump’s meeting 
with President Poroshenko in June, nor again in September. The 
exception to this was when Trump told Russia to stop destabilizing 
Ukraine during his speech in Warsaw and issued a similar challenge 
in his speech before the UNGA. After Trump’s first meeting with 
Poroshenko, the question of whether the US was an ally or just 
a neutral referee became quite acute. And it has not been fully 
answered to this day.

Nevertheless, in September, Poroshenko managed to meet a second 
time with Trump in six months. Kyiv was pleasantly surprised 
when the White House agreed immediately to the proposed visit. 
Moreover, Poroshenko joined the ranks of a handful of world leaders 
with whom Trump met one-on-one during the session of the UN 
General Assembly in New York. By contrast, during the 2016 UNGA, 
President Obama did not make time to meet with Ukraine’s president 
privately. Talks then were delegated to Vice President Joe Biden, 
who took advantage of the opportunity to once again insist that 
Ukraine implement the political provisions of Minsk.

Things could have gone the same way during the Poroshenko-
Trump meeting in New York, especially considering that it came 
after Vladimir Putin announced his proposal for a UN peacekeeping 
mission in Eastern Ukraine. Among some American colleagues, just 
hearing the word “peacekeeper” from Putin’s lips was immediately 
associated with “breakthrough.”

What motivated Trump to immediately agree to a meeting with 
Poroshenko is not clear, but a few hypotheses have been making the 
rounds. Some sources say that there was definite chemistry between 
the two powerful businessmen-turned-presidents, even during 
their first meeting, and, knowing how selectively personalized the 
American president’s approach to communicating with his foreign 
colleagues is, the White House readily agreed to a second meeting. 
Others say that President Trump actually did want to understand how 
realistically the conflict around Ukraine might be moved towards 
some kind of resolution and to thus remove one of the factors that 

stood in the way of normalizing relations with Russia, as he had 
promised Americans. Some continue to insist that this was intended 
as a show of support for Ukraine at a time when the Trump campaign 
was being investigated for collusion with Russia. Yet others say 
that the American president simply wanted to thank Poroshenko 
for having come through on his promise from the previous visit – to 
buy Pennsylvania coal. As Trump put it, Ukraine needs “millions and 
millions.”

One way or another, Trump was reasonably well briefed for the 
meeting, even if some of his remarks continue to raise more questions 
than they answerd, such as his comment on the “progress that is 
improving Ukraine’s standard of living every day.” What progress 
was he thinking of? What expert opinion was this assessment based 
on? Yes, of course, some individuals have appeared in Trump’s 
circles who, as he puts it, have been saying “very, very nice things” 
about Ukraine. Still, it’s important that the American president have 
a realistic impression about the achievements and challenges alike 
that face Ukraine today.

One of the more disturbing episodes in this last quarter was a tweet 
issued by Trump on July 25, in which he asked why the US Attorney 
General was not reacting to Ukraine’s involvement in supposedly 
sabotaging his campaign in favor of Hillary Clinton. Clearly, Trump 
was following the advice of his ex-campaign manager Paul Manafort: 
to respond to any and all accusations that his team had colluded 
with Russia with counteraccusations that Ukraine had interfered 
in the US election campaign. Obviously, this particular element of 
Manafort’s strategy came up back in July in response to accusations 
raised directly against Trump’s own son, Donald Jr. It appears that in 
June 2016, he, Jared Kushner and Manafort had met with a Russian 
lawyer who supposedly was prepared to offer them “dirt” on Clinton.

Although the Trump tweet was directed against the Attorney General, 
not against Ukraine’s participation, it raiased the question whether 
Trump actually believed that Ukraine was involved in interfering in 
the US election and, if so, how would that affect further relations 
between Kyiv and Washington. Ukrainian insiders say that he does 
not really believe it. Americans vary in their conclusions. But even 
those who think Trump actually believes this do not think that it will 
have serious consequences for bilateral relations. “In Washington, no 
one is talking about Ukraine’s interference in the presidential election, 
period,” says a knowledgeable American strategist. Indeed, the New 
York bilateral meeting between the two leaders after this infamous 
tweet seems to confirm that. Despite all the recommendations that 
the Ukrainian president start talking with the Trump Administration 
with a clean slate, without bringing up the election campaign, 
Poroshenko was able to establish dialog without having to replace a 
single Ukrainian official responsible for the US.

Still, the name Manafort continues to haunt Ukraine in the context of 
domestic political discourse in the US. This has been even truer since 
Trump’s ex-campaign manager and infamous lobbyist for ousted 
Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych was indicted on 12 counts 
on October 30. After Trump’s electoral victory, Ukraine wanted to 
see Paul Manafort’s influence in the new Administration reduced to 
nothing. And there were plenty of reasons for this: he had influenced 
Candidate Trump’s rhetoric on Crimea and on sanctions against 
Russia; he was suspected of continuing contact with members of 
the former Party of the Regions, now the Opposition Bloc; and he 
was advising the White House to counter accusations of possible 
collusion with Russia in the Trump camp with accusations that 
Ukraine had interfered in the US election. The indictments against 
Manafort mean that his advice is now even greater political poison 
than they were half a year ago – which is good news for Ukraine.

Still, such accusations could draw more attention to Ukraine, and 
not in the most flattering light. However one looks at it, accusations 
against Manafort show, for the umpteenth time, just how corrupt, 
unaccountable and irresponsible Ukraine’s political class is. This 
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automatically brings up the question, why Ukraine should get 
political, security and financial support.

Ukraine can, of course, turn these accusations to its advantage, if it 
manages to persuade ordinary Americans that that was its political 
class under Viktor Yanukovych and was why Ukrainians started the 
Euromaidan, and that things have changed cardinally since then. The 
Manafort case should not actually hurt Ukraine’s reputation in any 
way, if Ukrainians can convince Americans that reforms are taking 
place in their country and that Ukraine at the time when Manafort 
was lobbying Putin’s interests there and Ukraine now, when Manafort 
is under the gun, are two different countries.

It’s hard to imagine that anyone in Ukraine anticipated that, even a 
year after the US elections, the subject of the presidential campaign 
might emerge again somehow, particularly in the context of US-
Ukraine relations. So far, the Russian factor, that is, its interference, 
continues to work in Ukraine’s favor. The notion of a Grand Bargain 
between the US and Russia behind Ukraine’s back, something people 
were still actively talking about just a few months ago as quite 
realistic, seems to have quietly disappeared from discourse.

SECURITY
“The conflict in Ukraine is probably the simplest international conflict 
to resolve,” says one Ukrainian official, by way of encouraging 
his American colleagues to make the resolution of the conflict in 
Donbas understandable to the US leader. “If President Trump were 
to show the political will and bring the necessary pressure to bear 
on Putin, then he, too, could be in line for the Nobel Peace prize, 
just like Obama.” Petro Poroshenko himself has been spurring Donald 
Trump by drawing parallels to Ronald Reagan: end the war in Eastern 
Ukraine, the way that Reagan brought the Cold War to an end.

These kinds of remarks can be seen as part of a tactic of flattery, 
which the Ukrainian side has deliberately chosen in its dealings 
with the US leader. However, what is even more important is that 
Ukraine’s top officials do everything so that Trump sees resolving the 
conflict in Ukraine as part of his eventual foreign policy legacy as 
president of the United States. However paradoxical it might sound, 
Trump’s desire to remove the conflict around Ukraine from the path 
to US-Russian dialog is making him invest more resources into this 
issue than Barack Obama ever did. It was only in his last six months in 
office that President Obama suddenly decided some serious progress 
was needed in resolving the Donbas conflict.

A number of key positions vis-à-vis resolving the conflict have 
crystallized in the new US Administration over the past half-year. 
Firstly: no shift in US-Russian relations will be possible on principle 
until the conflict in Ukraine is resolved. Trump made this very clear 
to Putin during their one and only face-to-face meeting, in Hamburg 
in July. Secondly: Russia must make the first moves and these have 
to be security-related. Third: Sanctions will not be eased “on spec.”

The conflict resolution process got a second wind with the 
appointment of Kurt Volker as the new Special Representative of the 
State Department responsible for Ukraine. Volker has been to Ukraine 
five times since being appointed and every time, except perhaps 
when he was a guest at media tycoon Viktor Pinchuk’s conference, 
his visit was saturated with substance. US Special Envoy Volker made 
it clear with various audiences that he was interested in results. If the 
Russian side did not show any willingness to resolve the conflict, 
he would not continue to negotiate just for the sake of negotiating. 
This is all a reflection of Volker’s high-profile status: he deliberately 
chose not to be an employee of the State Department. According to 
some sources, he does not even have a long-term contract with State. 
This means that he can walk away from the negotiation process as 
soon as he realizes that there is no will to resolve the conflict. Right 
now, Volker says, he has “tremendous support” from Washington. It 

looks like he really has been given carte blanche in terms of putting 
together propositions to resolve the conflict in eastern Ukraine.

When the US first began to talk about appointing a special 
representative, this was greeted with considerable skepticism in 
Kyiv, where no one wanted to see “Nuland 2.0.” There was also 
considerable worry that Putin aide Vladislav Surkov might manipulate 
the situation during meetings with the American envoy, regardless 
of who was appointed to the post. Fortunately, first impressions of 
Volker’s work have been very positive. One Ukrainian diplomat even 
surmised that Putin’s sudden willingness to consider a peacekeeping 
mission was Volker’s first credit in the post. In short, Volker was able 
to make it very clear to Surkov at their very first meeting that time 
was not on Russia’s side.

In fact, Volker’s appointment coincided with an international 
situation that favored negotiations with Russia: all of the Kremlin’s 
expectations of a change in the West’s approach to resolving the 
conflict in Donbas after elections in the US, France and Germany 
proved wrong. Instead of sanctions being gradually lifted, the US 
enshrined them in law and increased them. Moreover, the Congress 
has also passed legislation that requires certain US agencies to 
report in detail by next February about their employees’ assets and 
sources, as well as any contacts with foreign companies belonging to 
Russian politicians and entrepreneurs with close links to the Kremlin.

Meanwhile, Donald Trump’s room to maneuver has proved much 
narrower in scope than that of Barack Obama. No one suspected 
the Obama Administration of colluding with Russia: any pressure on 
Ukraine and concessions towards Russia would have been politically 
explosive. Hogtied because of accusations that his campaign colluded 
with Russia, Trump and the White House team are limited in what 
they can do, especially in terms of pressuring Ukraine to implement 
the political provisions of Minsk – which is obviously a big plus for 
Ukraine – at least until certain security moves are made by Russia.

When Putin made his announcement about a peacekeeping 
mission, the hope appeared that Russia might finally be prepared 
to take some necessary steps. This would most likely be, if at all, 
after the presidential election next year, but Putin might well use 
the “peacekeeper” card even sooner. The question to Ukraine 
then becomes: “How prepared are you to come through on your 
commitments to Minsk?”

“We aren’t naive, but we’re ready and want to be certain that Ukraine 
is ready for it, too, if Russia suddenly surprises us all,” said one 
American official, explaining their thinking.

“Think about it,” said another diplomat. “A year ago, nobody 
was talking about a UN peacekeeping mission except President 
Poroshenko. Now it’s being taken pretty seriously by everyone 
involved in the negotiating process.”

Kyiv is understanably more skeptically inclined when it comes to 
surprises from Moscow. “Putin will give up Donbas, all right – but the 
price will be very steep,” says one top Ukrainian official, reflecting 
the general attitude in Ukraine’s capital regarding Putin’s possible 
further steps.

So far, Ukraine’s American partners are satisfied that Ukraine has 
offered them additional arguments for negotiating with Moscow by 
extending the law on the “special status” of the occupied territories, 
although some in Washington expressed disappointment in the way 
the bill was presented for debate in the Rada and the timeframe 
involved. Neverheless, the vote in the Rada was an unpleasant 
surprise for Moscow, according to American observers. By voting for 
the bill, Ukraine tossed the ball back into Russia’s court.

The idea of a UN peacekeeping mission really was “resurrected” 
thanks to the Trump Administration. Originally, when Ukraine’s 
diplomats even just mentioned a UN mission, their American 
colleagues would immediately respond, “Forget it! Russia will never 
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accident. This issue was discussed during SecState Tillerson’s visit 
to Kyiv in July. And America’s top diplomat himself was supposed 
to then discuss the idea with Russia’s leadership. In August, during 
negotiations between Volker and Surkov, the Russian bluntly asked 
the American: “What’s this? You want a UN peacekeeping mission?”

In other words, the Russians basically took this as Washington’s 
idea. However, between what was discussed in Kyiv and what was 
later voiced by Putin, only one common denominator remained—
the phrase “UN peacekeeping mission.” The rest of the concept 
differs radically between what the Ukrainians imagine and what the 
Russians do. The US has clearly taken the Ukrainian concept to heart: 
access to the entire occupied territory, not just the line of contact, the 
withdrawal of all weapons, and access to the international border. 
Nor is there anything strange in this, since it matches the US view, 
which, in the words of a well-known American diplomat, is based on 
three conditions: ceasefire, monitoring heavy weaponry, and control 
of the state border. Except that the Ukrainian side would like to see 
the weapons removed altogether, not just moved away, as American 
negotiators proposed repeatedly under the Obama Administration.

In order to raise the stakes in the process of negotiating with Russia, 
the current Administration has skillfully been using the idea of 
providing Ukraine with lethal defensive weapons. Administration 
officials all keep insisting that the issue of lethal weapons is being 
“seriously considered.” What is important today is not just whether 
such a decision will be made in the end or not, but also whether 
Russia takes these intentions seriously, based on the stream of 
commentary on this account coming from members of the Russian 
Government and the State Duma. Indeed, this is one situation where 
Trump’s unpredictability works in Ukraine’s favor.

However, given what a delicate game this is, Ukraine also has to 
use a very delicate approach. President Poroshenko appears to 
have learned his lesson from 2014. Back then, insiders say, the 
Obama Administration had asked that Ukraine not request weapons 
publicly, yet Poroshenko did exactly that in his speech before the 
Congress. Needless to say, this immediately set the foundation 
for distrust on the part of the US president. This time, Kyiv clearly 
listened to the recommendations of its American colleagues not to 
push the president into a corner with public statements and pleas 
for lethal weapons. And so, when asked by journalists about lethal 
weapons during his briefing with Trump in New York, Poroshenko 
diplomatically responded that Ukraine was completely satisfied with 
its cooperation with the US in terms of defense and security issues.

Particular tact is also called for because Kyiv is concerned that there 
are those in Washington who are actively working to prevent lethal 
defensive weapons from being given to its armed forces. An article in 
the New York Times hypothesizing that Ukraine had been providing 
North Korea with rocket engines and rocket technology was seen in 
Kyiv as part of a campaign to discredit Ukraine as a partner who could 
be trusted with lethal weapons. Ukraine took this very seriously and 
made every effort to dispel these fears: a specially selected group of 
specialists even visited Washington to offer their American partners 
all the necessary information.

In Ukraine, it is beginning to sink in that cooperation with the US 
in defense and security must not come down to public discussions 
along the lines of “Will they, won’t they give us Javelins?” With the 
help of American advisors, Ukraine put together a list of 10 priorities 
and the US made the decision to provide 40 medical Hummers as a 
gesture of good will.

One remainig priority area is increasing the number of Ukrainian 
military at training camps, where they can be trained not just as 
units but as headquarters, too. All these issues were raised during 
a visit by Ukraine’s Chief of General Staff, Gen. Viktor Muzhenko, 
to the US at the end of October. Incidentally, the decision to include 

Muzhenko in negotiations with the American president proved very 
good. Trump has surrounded himself with generals whose advice he 
listens to on key foreign policy and security matters, and during this 
meeting, the US leader actually appealed to the Ukrainian general 
several times. It was obvious that these talks were an eye-opener 
and learning experience for Trump. For instance, he had no idea that 
Ukraine designed and manufactured airplanes.

For Ukrainian diplomats, another important issue is signing a 
bilateral Security Agreement between Ukraine and the US, all the 
more so since the question of integrating Ukraine into NATO remains 
extremely toxic for the Alliance, while the Trump Administration has 
not made its position on Ukraine’s membership in NATO clear yet. 
For many in the Ukrainian Government, signing such an agreement 
is no less significant an act of support for Kyiv than the provision of 
lethal weapons.

TRADE
During the press briefing after Trump and Poroshenko met in New 
York, the American president made a fairly pointed statement 
when he pronounced that American business was boldly going to 
Ukraine and seeing tremendous potential in the Ukrainian market. 
Twice he clarified, once in the form of a question, whether President 
Poroshenko would take good care of American companies in Ukraine. 
It was not clear whether this was just the next question or Trump 
knows something about conditions for foreign businesses in Ukraine 
and wanted to hear confirmation from Poroshenko that the necessary 
conditions would be established for American investors. Still, the 
very fact that he brought his counterpart’s attention to this was 
significant – if not particularly noticed in Ukraine.

After these kinds of remarks, the Ukrainian side should do everything 
possible so that the next meeting between the two presidents doesn’t 
end up revolving around the problems of American businesses in 
Ukraine, the way it has in talks with certain European leaders, 
especially France’s president.

It’s entirely possible that business was the hoped-for key that 
helped open the door to the Trump Oval Office. One well-known 
diplomat admitted that, as a businessman, Trump was pleased that 
Poroshenko was a man of his word: he promised that Ukraine would 
buy American coal, the necessary contract was immediately signed, 
and in September the first shipment, 85,000 t arrived at the Yuzhniy 
[Pivdenniy] port. As proof of this, Trump even brought a piece of coal 
to the New York meeting. In this same context, incidentally, it would 
be important to understand what Poroshenko promised Trump in 
terms of implementing Minsk. 

For Trump, selling Pennsylvania coal was an important domestic 
coup, as he had promised voters to revive the coal industry in key 
states in the Rust Belt, which includes Pennsylvania. For Poroshenko, 
Pennsylvania coal played the same symbolic role in establishing 
dialog with Trump, that enriched uranium once played for Yanukovych, 
when he solemnly pledged to hand it over at the Washington Nuclear 
Safety Summit organized by the Obama Administration in 2010.

The next step should be a success story or at least highly visible 
cooperation with General Electric through their transportation division. 
In early October, Premier Groisman announced that GE Transportation 
and UkrZaliznytsia, the state-owned railway conglomerate, had 
agreed to work jointly to upgrade UkrZaliznytsia’s rolling stock, 
make new locomotives, and involve Ukrainian companies in GE’s 
other global projects. The day before, GE Transportation President 
and CEO Jamie Miller met with President Poroshenko to discuss the 
terms under which the American side would be involved in upgrading 
Ukrzaliznytsia.

Overall, Government officials say that, compared to a year ago, 
when the main challenge was to prevent those companies already 
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operating in Ukraine from leaving the market, the accent now is 
on expanding their businesses and bringing new investors into the 
market. Some American investors say that it’s only in the last few 
years that they began to feel that Ukraine’s government understands 
the importance of having strategic investors on its market. So far, 

however, the United States is not even among the top 10 investors 
in the Ukrainian economy. And even though exports to the US nearly 
doubled and imports grew 150% during the first six months of 2017, 
the US is still far from being a major trading partner today.  

Events in Ukraine-US relations (July-October 2017). Point-based evaluation

Date Event Score
July 6 During a London conference on reforms in Ukraine, Assistant Secretary of State William Brownfield notes 

that the US is impressed by individual reforms but cites SecState Tillerson: “It serves no purpose for Ukraine 
to fight for its body in Donbas if it loses its soul to corruption.”

+0,5

During a speech in Warsaw, President Trump calls on Russia to stop destabliizing Ukraine. +1

July 7 Just before Tillerson’s visit to Ukraine, the US appoints Kurt Volker its special envoy to negotiate a 
resolution to the conflict with Russia.

+2

July 9 US SecState Rex Tillerson arrives in Ukraine, the first official from the Trump Administration to do so. He 
meets with top officials as well as with civil society representatives. During a joint press briefing with 
President Poroshenko, he notes that Russia has to first make some moves to implement Minsk and that 
sanctions will be extended until the actions that led to them in the first place are stopped. Tillerson is 
accompanied by newly-appointed Kurt Volker.

+2

July 10 The Sea Breeze multinational exercises start in Odesa with the participation of the US Navy and Marines. +2

July 14 The Senate Appropriations Committee proposes that US $410mn be allocated in 2018 to projects and 
areas that the State Department is carrying out in Ukraine. Despite the White House’s proposal to reduce 
financing to the foreign policy agency, funding to Ukraine is maintained at the current level.

+3

July 23 US Special Representative Kurt Volker visits Ukraine a second time, going to the war zone in the town of 
Avdiyivka. Afterwards, he states that what is going on in Ukraine is not a frozen conflict but a hot war, that 
it is not an internal conflict but an act of aggression by Russia, and that the problem of Crimea is no different 
than the problem of Donbas.

+1

July 25 Donald Trump tweets that Ukraine tried to sabotage his election campaign in 2016 and to increase Clinton’s 
chances of winning. The Ukrainian Embassy in Washington denies the accusation.

-2

The US House of Representatives passes a bill that enshrines sanctions against Russia. +2

July 27 The US Senate votes nearly unanimously for a bill that enshrines sanctions against Russia. +2

July 31 The US Embassy in Kyiv issues a statement noting that the integrity of many candidates for judgeships in 
Ukraine’s Supreme Court is questionable.

-1

TsenterEnergo, the state power company, signs a contract with XCoal, a Pennsylvania company, for the 
delivery of 700,000 t of scarce steam coal.

+3

August 2 President Trump signs the bill enshrining sanctions against Russia in law, despite his dissatisfaction with 
the executive’s limited powers over foreign policy. 

+3

August 5 Gen. Herbert McMaster declares that it is in the US’s interest to keep supporting Ukraine to prevent further 
incursions by Russia.

+1

August 14 The New York Times publishes an article claiming that North Korea may have got the RD-250 engines for its 
medium-range Hwasong-12 missiles and Hwasong-14 ICBMs from Ukraine.

-1

August 21 Special Representative Volker meets his Russian counterpart Vladislav Surkov. In a series of interviews after 
the meeting, he says that Russia must remove all its forces from Ukrainian territory and that the US will not 
cut deals with Russia against Ukraine.

+1

August 22 The US announces that it will not restrict visas for residents of Crimea but that they will have to apply at the 
US Embassy in Kyiv, not in Moscow, to get them, because the Crimean peninsula is under the jurisdiction of 
the Consular Section of the Embassy in Kyiv.

+1

August 23-24 For the first time in nearly a decade, a US Secretary of Defense visits Ukraine. Gen. James Mattis 
attends the 26th anniversary Independence Day parade in Kyiv and holds talks with President Poroshenko 
and Chief of General Staff Gen. Viktor Muzhenko. Mattis says he favors supplying Ukraine with lethal 
defensive weapons and notes that the US has decided to provide US $150mn to improve Ukraine’s defense 
capabilities.

+3

August 28 A planned visit by Energy Secretary Rick Perry is postponed because he is helping with the aftermath of 
Hurricane Harvey in Texas.

-1

September 13 State Department Spokesperson Heather Nauert announces that a possible UN peacekeeping contingent 
deployed to Donbas will have to be stationed across the entire occupied territory, including at the Ukrainian-
Russian border.

+1
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September 14 Ukrainian Ambassador to the US Valeriy Chaliy announces that Ukraine will shortly receive a new shipment 

of armored Hummers and vehicles for evacuating the wounded.
+1

September 16 Special Representative Volker announces that a possible UN peacekeeping mission should guarantee 
security across all the territory of ORDiLO, including being deployed along the Ukrainian side of the common 
border with Russia, and ensure the storage and monitoring of heavy weapons. He also warns that sanctions 
against Russia will not be lifted for partial implementation of Minsk.

+2

September 18 The US Senate votes for its version of the defense spending bill for 2018 to include the allocation of US 
$500mn to improve Ukraine’s defense capabilities.

+3

September 19 President Trump speaks at the opening of the 72nd session of the UNGA, noting that threats to sovereignty 
need to be countered from Ukraine to the South China Sea.

+1

September 21 Presidents Trump and Poroshenko meet for an hour in New York to discuss the entire range of bilateral 
issues. Poroshenko says that the US supports Ukraine’s position on a UN peacekeeping mission.

+4

September 25 Kurt Volker states that a Donbas peacekeeping contingent according to Russia’s proposal would only divide 
Ukraine further and that first the Donbas needs to be resolved and then Crimea.

+1

September 29 Ukraine and the US hold their first bilateral talks on cyber security. US Ambassador Marie Yovanovitch 
announces that the US will allocate more than US $5mn to a program supporting cyber security in Ukraine. 
The American delegation is headed by Special Assistant to the US President Joshua Steinman and the 
Ukrainian side by First Deputy Foreign Minister Vadym Prystaiko.

+1

October 3 The VI Session of the Ukrainian-American Council on Trade and Investment takes place in Kyiv. +1

October 4 PM Groisman announces an agreement between General Electric Transportation and UkrZaliznytsia on joint 
upgrading of the state railway’s rolling stock and making new locomotives.

+2

October 10 For the first time, Ukraine is represented at the International AUSA land warfare exposition in Washington, 
with UkrOboronProm presenting its BTR-4 and Fantom-2 mini armored transporter.

+2

October 12 Wess Mitchell begins work as US Assistant SecState for Europe and Eurasia. +2

October 23 On his visit to the US, Chief of General Staff Gen. Muzhenko meets with officials in Washington and is 
familiarized with National Guard Centers in California.

+2

October 27 Special Representative Volker visits Ukraine again. +1

October 28 President Poroshenko signs into law a bill ratifying an Agreement with the US on Cooperation in Science and 
Technology.

+1

October 30 Former Trump campaign manager and one-time advisor to Viktor Yanukovych Paul Manafort is indicted on 12 
counts in the investigation into Russian interference in the US election.

+1
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POLITICAL DIALOG, THE UKRAINE-EU 
SUMMIT, THE EASTERN PARTNERSHIP
One of the main bilateral events in this quarter, the 19th Ukraine-
EU Summit, took place on July 12-13. The Summit’s agenda was 
ambitious and nearly all the key issues came up, including a possible 
“Marshal plan” for Ukraine. However, the focus turned to the joint 
declaration. The two sides proved unable to agree on the text of 
the declaration because of objections from the Netherlands, France 
and Germany towards any mention Ukraine’s European prospects 
in the final statement. The lack of a final declaration was a sign of 
deep disagreement and the start of a crisis in relations. Still, the 
disagreement was only over membership prospects and did not 
extend to other issues on the agenda, where Brussels and Kyiv are 
largely on the same page. Ukraine’s leadership was disappointed 

that recognition of the country’s European aspirations could not be 
included in the text, especially since they are already part of the 
Association Agreement. Among the arguments against inclusion, 
the EU countries that did not support the initial draft referred to 
an EU Council decision of 15 December 15, 2016, that unblocked 
the ratification process in the Netherlands. Yet the unity of the EU 
position was weakened by personal statements from Presidents Tusk 
and Juncker, who supported inclusion.

A similar story with joint declarations is taking place in the run-up 
to the Eastern Partnership Summit scheduled for November 24 in 
Brussels. This Summit has been a source of hope for Ukraine, Georgia 
and Moldova, which had all hoped for their membership prospects 
to be recognized. However, as with the Ukraine-EU Summit, views 
on the text differ among EU members, and EU and EaP countries. 

Relations between Ukraine and the European Union have been broadly positive during the reporting period, although certain tensions have been 
visible. In public, the EU has had a two-sided message for Ukraine: on one hand, Brussels has welcomed developments in bilateral relations; on 
the other, it is not happy about the dilatory pace of reforms and counter-reform processes.

One of the main events at the bilateral level was a Ukraine-EU Summit that, aside from in-depth discussion on relations between Kyiv and 
Brussels, was shadowed by the inability of the two sides to adopt a joint statement. The stumbling block in the joint statement was a reference 
to Ukraine’s European aspirations, which a few EU member states reject out of hand. The disagreement over Ukraine’s European aspirations 
widened further during negotiations over a statement for the upcoming Eastern Partnership Summit in Brussels, for which Kyiv negotiated fiercely.

The difficulties in Ukraine-EU relations seem to have been galvanized by increasing distrust in Brussels over Kyiv’s ability to produce real reforms 
in key areas: establishing a special anti-corruption court, automating the verification of e-declarations, lifting a ban on the export of unprocessed 
timber and several other issues. Certain commitments Kyiv has not delivered on so far became a serious hindrance to the disbursement of a 
third tranche of macro-financial assistance worth €600 million, which is supposed to be released by the end of the year. In fact, the current 
Administration’s commitment to implementing reforms seem to already be affected by the election campaign mood already visible among key 
political players.

Yet, despite tensions over certain issues such as the introduction of an export tax on scrap metal and the ban on unprocessed timber, bilateral 
economic cooperation is growing. This is confirmed by statistics showing a significant increase in trade with the EU. What’s more, the EU finally 
adopted its trade preferences, which are now in force and should boost bilateral trade that much more.

Positive: + 64
Negative: -10
Overall: +54
TRUMAN Index: +1,86

Leonid Litra 
Senior Research Fellow at the New Europe Center

UPDATE
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TIMELINE

UKRAINE-EU RELATIONS
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was "Summit participants recognize the European aspirations and 
European choice of the partners concerned.” Despite the fact that 
European aspirations are already in the Association Agreement, 
the Netherlands and Germany once again blocked the proposed 
text and agreed on a different version: "Summit participants 
acknowledge the European aspirations and European choice of the 
partners concerned, as stated in the Association Agreements.” And 
so the word “recognize” was replaced by the word “acknowledge” 
in order not to give too powerful a signal to EaP states aspiring to 
join the EU someday. As in the case of the Ukraine-EU Summit, the 
countries blocking the initial text referred to the EU Council decision 
of December 15, 2016. However, using the EU Council decision as an 
argument is especially difficult to understand in Ukraine, since the 
EU-Ukraine Association Agreement is a document of higher authority 
than a decision of the EU Council.

The EaP summit will usher in certain changes to the initiative that will 
mean very little for Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova if the EU maintains 
its current position. Right now, the EU is focusing on a document 
called “20 deliverables by 2020,” which Kyiv, Tbilisi and Chisinau see 
as uninteresting and lacking in ambition. Objectively, this document 
really does offer too little to aspiring countries and too much to the 
others – a sort of compromise to keep the six EaP countries together. 
Moreover, Ukraine has already been engaged in or delivered on 
most of the proposed objectives, while other objectives remain 
highly technical and ultimately not very meaningful. It would not be 
a surprise if the EaP Summit ends without a final joint declaration, 
unless the EU and Ukraine demonstrate some flexibility in order to 
agree a text with the EaP countries. Sources in Brussels are certain 
that there will be a joint declaration, in the end, and that, as is often 
the case, there will be no agreement over the statement until the 
morning of the summit. The current “difficulties” are more by way of 
a negotiation tactic.

One specific concern is the EU’s insistence on coordinating actions 
at the EaP level among all the countries. According to one diplomatic 
source, when President Poroshenko and the EU’s top diplomat, 
Federica Mogherini, met in NYC during the UNGA, Mogherini 
encouraged Ukraine to coordinate certain actions with Belarus. 
Her statement provoked anger and one member of the Ukrainian 
delegation decided not to remain silent and asked the EU High 
Representative not to compare Ukraine to Belarus. Apparently, 
diplomats from Georgia and Moldova also protested the discussion 
of certain issues among all EaP states. They argued that it was not 
possible to discuss such topics as security issues with Belarus and 
Armenia present, given Russia’s influence in these countries.

Finally, some nerves were jangled regarding Ukraine’s possible 
EU membership when President Poroshenko made a speech on 
Independence Day in which he stated that Ukraine was on course 
for membership in the EU and NATO. During the annual meeting of 
EU Ambassadors, EC President Juncker struck back, pointing out to 
Poroshenko that Ukraine was neither in the EU nor in NATO and that 
needed to be understood.

Aside from the traditional reasons, Ukraine’s insistence on EU 
membership has a political charge. Reliable sources say that 
President Poroshenko is planning to build his electoral platform 
around joining the EU and eventually submitting an application. In 
short, the Ukrainian president has already started to test the waters, 
having made several statements on this issue. Such statements 
aside, nevertheless, Ukrainian leaders have shifted their attitude 
towards the EU on the practical level. One high-ranked official in 
Ukraine mentioned in a private discussion that Ukraine was less and 
less interested in the current European Commission and understands 
that it will be difficult to see any progress with its current make-
up, let alone reach a breakthrough in EU-Ukraine relations. Aside 
from lack of trust in Mogherini, who, incidentally, has not visited 

Ukraine since 2015, the political establishment in Ukraine is finding it 
increasingly difficult to see eye-to-eye with other EU politicians, too. 
Juncker’s support has gone soft, while the only unconditional high-
ranked supporter, Donald Tusk, is having little success in making the 
case for Ukraine.

The EU’s attitude is mutual in this regard. Brussels sees President 
Poroshenko as increasingly trying to consolidate power in preparation 
for his 2019 re-election bid, which often appears to be to the detriment 
of key reforms. Given that, the EU understandably does not see too 
many opportunities to advance relations with Ukraine.

All these issues and political friction aside, Brussels extended 
sanctions against Russian individuals and companies involved in 
the violation of Ukraine’s territorial integrity for another six months. 
Indeed, additional sanctions were adopted as a result of a scandal 
involving Russia’s purchase of Siemens gas turbines that ended up 
in Crimea.

CLASHES OVER THE NEW LAW  
ON EDUCATION
After several years of preparation and long months of delay in voting, 
the Verkhovna Rada passed the new Law on Education on September 
5. Unfortunately, this reform, which is intended to bring Ukraine’s 
schools closer to European standards, became yet another bone of 
contention in relations with a number of EU member states. The 
controversial section was Art. 7 “On the Language of Education,” 
which had been discussed at length with Ukraine’s neighbors and 
its own ethnic minorities, but once the bill was submitted to the 
legislature, the compromise version of the bill was altered to be more 
Ukraine-centric.

The Government was aware of negative attitudes towards the 
proposed changes in certain countries, but appeared unprepared for 
the hostile diplomatic reaction provoked by these provisions. The 
Foreign Ministers of Hungary, Bulgaria, Greece and Romania sent a 
letter expressing their concerns to their Ukrainian counterpart, Pavlo 
Klimkin. The Polish Foreign Ministry sent a separate statement.

The bill expanded the use of the Ukrainian language in public 
educational institutions. Art. 7 stipulated that the language of 
instruction in educational institutions should be the state language, 
which is Ukrainian. In kindergartens and elementary schools, pupils 
would be able to learn their mother tongue alongside Ukrainian. 
Starting in 5th grade, general subjects would be taught in Ukrainian, 
but in parallel pupils would be able to study the language of their 
ethnic group and that country’s literature in its original language. As 
a kind of insurance, the law included provisions for teaching one or 
more disciplines in an official language of the EU.

Despite the protests from Ukraine’s neighbors, President Poroshenko 
signed the education bill into law on September 25. Three days 
later, the Foreign Ministry sent the law to the European Commission 
for Democracy through Law, known as the Venice Commission, 
for review. At the same time, Ukraine’s diplomats and education 
professionals began a series of consultations with the country’s 
European neighbors, explaining and arguing in support of the 
changes that had been made. Agreement was reached with Poland 
and Bulgaria. The most difficult, however, were negotiations with 
Hungary and Romania, whose reaction was the most critical. The 
critics claimed that Art. 7 violated Art. 22 of the Constitution of 
Ukraine – when adopting new laws, human rights and freedoms 
may not be withdrawn, nor can the substance and scope of existing 
rights and freedoms be narrowed – as well as bilateral commitments 
Ukraine had made.

Bucharest has generally worked closely with Ukraine, especially 
in the security sector, and so these differences are not putting 
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into question Romania's support for the European integration of 
Ukraine. The Romanian government sees the involvement of the 
Venice Commission and the continuation of consultations on the 
implementation of the law as a possible solution to this sensitive 
situation.

By contrast, the Hungarian government has shown no desire to 
mute the conflict and keeps insisting that the previous norms prevail 
and that the status quo be maintained in Zakarpattia. Hungarian 
Foreign Minister Péter Szijjártó made a series of aggressive 
statements directed at Kyiv, among them a threat to block any further 
rapprochement between Ukraine and the EU. Hungary’s openly 
provocative behavior, using the language of ultimatums, has raised 
suspicions that Budapest has long been spoiling for a fight with Kyiv, 
and that the educational law offered the necessary pretext.

The EU has been more restrained in its response to the new law, 
despite pressure from Hungarian diplomats, who managed to put a 
discussion of Ukraine’s law on the agenda of a meeting of EU FMs 
in October. Brussels and Berlin welcomed Ukraine’s decision to send 
the law to the Venice Commission. However, this step should have 
been taken before voting, rather than after. EU High Representative 
for Foreign Affairs Federica Mogherini said that the European Union 
would debate the language of education article again after the 
Venice Commission presented its conclusions.

As an EU member, Hungary has the power to keep Kyiv's policy on 
minorities on the agenda at EU institutions. In addition to the EU 
Council, Hungarian diplomats requested this law to be put on the 
agenda of the EU-Ukraine Association Council meeting scheduled for 
December 8. Still, there are no specific documents on the EU-Ukraine 
agenda that could be blocked. Most probably this is why Budapest 
has announced its intention to get the Association Agreement with 
Ukraine revised. However, Hungary’s trick with the AA appears to 
have been more to ramp up psychological pressure, since the EU 
would need a consolidated position to revisit the Agreement and 
such a proposal from Hungary would easily be blocked in the EU.

Kyiv is convinced that Ukraine's European integration lies through 
Berlin and Brussels, but if the crisis within the EU should deepen, 
the country’s ability and willingness to move Budapest to a more 
Ukraine-friendly position could be substantially reduced. The example 
of the Netherlands, which blocked the ratification of the Association 
Agreement for months, shows how harmful the impact of less than 
20% of the voters in a single small country can be.

UNDER-PERFORMING REFORMS
Those of Ukraine’s reforms that are being supported by the EU have 
seen moderate progress, but certainly not with all the reforms on 
Ukraine’s agenda. During this quarter, a shift towards the PM could 
be seen, in terms of reforms, while the president was more vocal on 
issues that boost his electoral profile: visa-free travel to EU, full entry 
into force of the Association Agreement, and so on. Nevertheless, 
this did not change the EU position regarding the reform process. 
EU Commissioner Hahn stated recently that he regretted to have to 
mention it again, but EU confidence in Kyiv’s readiness to implement 
reforms was not very high.

The problems in implementing reforms have different roots, but what 
the EU finds the most disturbing is the lack of progress because of 
too little political will and too many vested interests. As before, EU 
officials have been criticizing the Rada for blocking or delaying certain 
reforms—maybe not as seriously as before, but there was still no 
progress on key issues.1 Moreover, some EU officials pointed out 
that Brussels did not appreciate when President Poroshenko blamed 
others and pretended that he can’t push certain reforms because 

1 Key issues were described in detail in the QII 2017 edition of TRUMAN Index.
2 http://www.venice.coe.int/webforms/documents/?pdf=CDL-AD(2017)020-e

there is no support for them in the Rada. Interlocutors in the EU admit 
that there might be such cases, but mostly related to security issues.

Ukraine’s legislature has adopted the reforms recommended by the 
EU and by the IMF. These include pension reform and healthcare 
reform. More politically sensitive reforms connected to fighting 
corruption have seen little progress, especially setting up the special 
anti-corruption court.

The adoption of legislation needed to establish the anti-corruption 
court has evolved over the last few months. As mentioned in the QII 
2017 TRUMAN Index, the ruling coalition decided to buy some time 
and delay this legislation by requesting the opinion of the Venice 
Commission, although the principled position of the EU has been 
known for a few years now. The opinion2 of the Venice Commission 
was critical of the bill submitted by the presidential faction, while 
deeming the alternative bill a good basic piece of legislation, with the 
exception of certain procedural and institutional components. Among 
the new issues that have been raised by the Commission, one was a 
recommendation to keep the unity of the judicial system and insist on 
a specialized anti-corruption court but not a special or extraordinary 
court. The recommendation is intended to avoid a situation when 
the bill is adopted but then declared unconstitutional because of the 
risk to the unity of the judiciary. The second recommendation is to 
conduct a transparent selection process with strong involvement by 
international actors and donors who are supporting anti-corruption 
efforts in Ukraine. As pointed by an EU interlocutor, that is indirect 
admission that the EU does not trust Ukraine’s ability to organize 
a transparent, fair and competitive process for the selection of 
judges. Moreover, EU Ambassador Mingarelli also brought this 
up on several occasions. Finally, the Venice Commission invited 
President Poroshenko to submit a new bill that would reflect the 
recommendations written in its report.

Previously, Ukraine’s political establishment was consolidated around 
the idea that Ukraine needed to adopt the legislation but setting up 
the anti-corruption court was not supported by PM Groysman, by 
the influential MP Ihor Kononenko and by Prosecutor General Yuriy 
Lutsenko. That was also mentioned by EC resident Juncker at the end 
of the EU-Ukraine Summit, citing a “transition formula” to resolve 
the issue. Junker’s statement was heavily criticized by EU officials 
and also by officials from Ukrainian institutions such as NABU, which 
noted that Juncker was misinformed about the alternative to an anti-
corruption court. In fact, Ukraine committed itself to set up the court 
back in 2016, when it adopted the law on the reform of the judicial 
system and when it signed an MoU with the IMF.

The second issue that generated friction between Ukraine and 
the EU was the procedure for selecting judges to the Supreme 
Court. The EU welcomed the fact that the process took place and 
generally met the standards for a selection process. However, the EU 
delegation pointed out that there were candidates who had received 
a negative assessment from the Public Council for Integrity but were 
nevertheless proposed to the president by the Supreme Council of 
Justice. The presence of only few candidates with integrity issues 
could compromise the entire reform. Of 111 candidates presented 
to the president, 25 had a negative evaluation based on their non-
compliance with the criteria of integrity and professional ethics.

The other anti-corruption measures also saw little progress. The 
NABU audit is still on the agenda but went nowhere, and pressure 
from the EU to give up on the idea is growing. Recently, the OLAF 
director pointed out that an audit normally takes place few years after 
an institution has been operating actively and is well established, 
whereas NABU is still just setting up. Thus, the insistence on an audit 
seems to be primarily for the purpose of firing the current director and 
reducing NABU’s independence.
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National Agency for Preventing Corruption. The EU is expecting 
NAPC to automate the processing of e-declarations and to deal 
with thousands of declarations every month: at least this is what 
Ambassador Mingarelli has stated. One EU official pointed out that 
the automation of e-declaration processing was requested long 
time ago and should have taken place before the EU agreed to visa 
liberalization. However, in order to speed up Ukraine’s chances of 
getting a visa-free regime, the EU agreed with Ukrainian officials 
that NAPC process could take place after the visa-free decision was 
adopted. Meanwhile, Ukrainian official claim they are working on 
this but that there is no quick fix for the problem.

Unlike the case of NABU, SBU reform has been subject to public debate. 
The EU has been criticizing the SBU for not being willing to grant 
wiretapping authority to NABU. Now, the fact that SBU apparently 
handles issues that are the competence of other institutions, such 
as fighting corruption instead of focusing on intelligence and fighting 
terrorism, has been added to the list of complaints.

Typically, the EU has been pressuring Ukrainian agencies to roll 
back provisions that oblige anti-corruption activists to submit 
e-declarations, similarly to elected and appointed officials. The OLAF 
director condemned this provision, saying that applying the same rule 
to the anti-corruption activists as to the government officials is like 
giving the same dose of antibiotics to a healthy person as to a sick 
one.

ECONOMY AND TRADE ON THE RISE
Unlike EU-Ukraine political cooperation, trade has seen real positive 
developments. First of all, Ukraine’s exports to the EU have grown 
significantly in 2017. Of a total of $27.5 billion, $11.0 billion came 
from goods sold to the EU. Exports to Belarus and Russia also went 
up, while exports to China shrank somewhat. Secondly, additional EU 
trade preferences have come into force, which should boost Ukraine’s 
exports to the EU even further.

However, an export tax on scrap metal has continued to generate 
tensions in bilateral relations. The Cabinet recommended that the 
president to sign the bill passed by the Rada that extended a €30 tax 
instead of €10. However, President Poroshenko vetoed the bill and 
the Rada voted again, this time taking into consideration his proposal 
to extend the policy for one year instead of two. The Ukrainian 
government’s aim is quite clear and understandable: preserving 
25,000 jobs and producing metal that is a valuable asset in wartime. 
However, as one EU diplomat admitted, the most worrisome point 
with the scrap metal was that the Ministry of Economic Development 
and Trade did not even recognize that Ukraine was breaching the 
Association Agreement with the EU. The policy is a blow to both the 
letter and spirit of the AA.

Even more worrisome is a moratorium on the export of raw timber, 
also passed by the Rada. Sometimes, says this EU diplomat, it is 
difficult to understand how the majority in the legislature can vote to 
ratify the Association Agreement, then the same people turn around 
and vote for bills that are in direct violation of the Agreement The ban 
on raw timber exports became so critical on the bilateral agenda, that 
during a lunch at the EU-Ukraine summit, EC President Juncker raised 
the issue with President Poroshenko, who promised to fix the issue 
shortly. Since Brussels has not only implemented all the norms in the 
AA and provided financial support and additional trade preferences, 
it has been aggravating to see Ukraine take steps that contradict the 
Agreement. Needless to say, this also damages Kyiv’s reputation as 
a credible, reliable partner.

The investment climate in Ukraine has also raised some hackles. The 
EU Ambassador noted that he was receiving weekly complaints from 
European companies about the SBU and the courts over such actions 

as searching company offices. Another diplomat added that European 
companies have been subject to hostile takeovers of assets, which 
has become the main cause for the low level of investment from 
the EU in Ukraine. A source in the French diplomatic community 
recalled that, when President Poroshenko visited France, President 
Macron presented him with a dossier of French companies that have 
been suffering in Ukraine and asked his Ukrainian counterpart to do 
something for French business.

Meanwhile, the lift of raw timber ban has become one of several 
key conditions for disbursing the third tranche of EU macro-financial 
assistance worth €600 million. It was also once a condition for the 
second tranche, but the EU then stepped back and transferred the 
second installment and moved the condition to the third installment. 
Now, however, lifting the ban is not the only condition. In order to get 
the third installment, Ukraine will have to implement a whole series 
of reforms that were agreed in the bilateral MoU. These include: 
rolling back all the cases that breach the Association Agreement; 
having NAPC set up an automated e-declaration processing system 
with access to all the public registers, including the fiscal registry; 
preparing a legal framework that would allow NAPC to install and 
operate such a system; establishing an open registry of undrawn 
revolving credits; resolving the question of social benefits for IDPs; 
and continuing the energy conservation program. All that – or at 
least a big chunk of it – has to be done no later than mid-November. 
Otherwise, the EU will not be able to disburse the funds until the 
end of the year, at which point this will become impossible since the 
money will only be available at the beginning of January. According 
to diplomatic sources, European Commission Vice President Valdis 
Dombrovskis has been very positive on Ukraine and lobbied the 
disbursement of the previous installments even when Ukraine did not 
meet all the conditions. He is again promoting the payment of the 
third tranche, although this time it will be much more difficult to make 
the payment if Ukraine does not deliver on its promises. As it stands 
today, Brussels seems quite determined not to disburse the funds if 
Ukraine fails to meet the key conditions, for fear of giving the wrong 
signal: that funds will come despite rollbacks and dilatory reforms.

A separate discussion on EU funding is developing around the idea 
of a “Marshal Plan” for Ukraine. The plan has been lobbied and 
discussed at various levels, from the European People’s Party (EPP) 
Summit to the EU-Ukraine Summit. Still, it seems that the idea is 
gaining little traction just now. Commissioner Hahn dismissed it, 
saying that an investment plan was already in place in Ukraine, since 
the EU had pledged €12.8 billion for political and economic reforms, 
in addition to other funding that is being offered to Ukraine on a 
bilateral level by other countries and IFIs. The point is that the EU 
already has many instruments to deliver aid to Ukraine, and inside the 
EU, officials question Ukraine’s capacity to absorb more EU funding. 
This problem is acknowledged by Ukrainian officials, but it is not a 
reason to give up on the idea of a Marshall Plan.

Deputy PM Ivanna Klympush-Tsintsadze recently mentioned that 
Ukraine had lost a significant amount of money and time due to its 
inability to capitalize on existing opportunities. For instance, the 
Ministry of Energy asked the EU to provide at least €2 million for 
energy conservation, but even if the initial sum was €22 million, the 
rest would be lost because the program budget ends in 2017. Another 
example is the €9.3 million lost by the State Fiscal Service: it was 
intended for the development of border crossings and the project 
started in 2007.

Trading energy resources has also been on the Ukraine-EU agenda, 
but, once again, not from a positive perspective. Energy talks focused 
on the Nord Stream II project. Preliminary calculations suggest 
that, if Nord Stream II is implemented, the share of Russian gas 
in Europe will rise to 80% and will constitute 60% of the German 
market. The EU is carefully playing on the issue, asking the European 
Commission for a mandate, which has angered Russian officials. A 
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German top diplomat fired back in an off-record session, saying that 
Germany was developing the project because for the same reasons 
as Ukraine: commercial interest, nothing more. Meanwhile, a source 
in the Poroshenko Administration who met Juncker admitted that 
the EC president was cautiously supporting Nord Steam II because 
of Ukraine was “unreliable” and there was no guarantee that the 

gas supply through Ukraine would move smoothly after 2019. In the 
meantime, the EU Commissioner for the Energy Union mentioned that 
Ukraine’s priority should be unbundling the energy process. When a 
similar development took place in EU countries, it resulted in greater 
competition and benefits that brought increased functionality to the 
entire energy system.

Events in Ukraine-EU relations (July-October 2017). Point-based evaluation

Date Event Score
July 4 European Parliament votes for additional trade preferences for Ukraine. +4

July 11 EU Council approves EU-Ukraine Association Agreement. +5

July 12-13 EU-Ukraine summit takes place +3

July 12 Parliament ratifies agreement on cooperation between Ukraine and Europol. +4

July 13 EUAM provides equipment for €100,000 to Kharkiv Oblast police. +1

Ukraine and EU fail to adopt a common statement following EU-Ukraine summit. -2

July 14 Rada adopts bill on scrap metals export as amended by President Poroshenko. -2

European Commission agrees to disburse €50 million for areas near the line of contact in Donbas. +4

July 17 European Council adopts temporary autonomous trade measures in favor of Ukraine. +4

August 2 President Poroshenko signs bill on scrap metal export duty into law. -1

August 31 EC approves €50 million for Energy Efficiency Fund. +4

September 1 EU-Ukraine Association Agreement begins to operate in full. +7

September 14 EU Council extends sanctions against Russia for another six months. +4

September 20 Government supports accession to Pan-Euro-Med Convention. +4

September 21 EU and EBRD allocate €160,000 for innovative climate projects in Ukraine. +1

October 1 Additional EU trade preferences for Ukraine enter force. +4

October 4 EU requests explanation for election of individuals with integrity issues to Supreme Court. -1

October 5 MEPs adopted a resolution condemning Russia’s persecution of Crimean Tatars. +1

October 6 EU Delegation head criticizes Ukraine’s law-enforcement agencies for pressuring business. -1

EU introduce anti-dumping duties on imports of steel from Ukraine. -1

October 16 Commissioner Hahn criticizes Ukraine for creating difficulties for anti-corruption activists. -2

October 19 EU Court recognizes asset freeze placed on Viktor Yanukovych and son as legal. +1

Verkhovna Rada adopts healthcare reform. +2

October 25 Government approves AA Implementation Action Plan and procedure for monitoring implementation. +2

Cabinet approves Schedule of Translations for EU legal acts for 2017-2018. +2

Government approves AA Communication Strategy. +2

Cabinet passes Resolution “On introducing a national mechanism for coordinating interactions of state 
agencies to protect financial interests of Ukraine and EU.”

+3

October 27 Ukraine signs two agreements with EU to increase capacity of state agencies to implement AA and DCFTA, 
worth €89.5 million.

+4

October 30 President Poroshenko signs into law a bill ratifying Protocols 15 and 16 of the European Convention on 
Human Rights.

+2
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Political relations between Ukraine and China did not see much activity over July-October, simply continuing the trend established earlier in the 
year. After a chilly period in 2014-2015, relations picked up in summer of 2016. The main event at the beginning of 2017 was the meeting between 
Ukrainian President Petro Poroshenko and Chinese President Xi Jinping at Davos. During QII, a Ukrainian delegation led by Stepan Kubiv participated 
in a high-level forum under the One Belt, One Road project in Beijing. In QIII, the main event was a meeting between the Chinese and Ukrainian 
foreign ministers at the 72nd UNGA in New York.
Given Russia’s aggression against Ukraine, an important moment in Sino-Ukrainian relations was the clarification of China’s position regarding a 
UN peacekeeping mission in Donbas by the Chinese Ambassador in Kyiv Du Wei. The key words in Wei’s statement were “the deliberately incorrect 
presentation of official China’s position,” which effectively acknowledged that China’s position was being manipulated and distorted in Russia’s 
foreign ministry and its media.
China also awarded former Presidents Kravchuk, Kuchma and Yushchenko for supporting the implementation of China’s One Belt, One Road project 
in an attempt to get Kyiv more interested in this Chinese initiative and to engage Ukraine in such a large-scale project. So far, Ukraine’s involvement 
has remained at the level of declarations of intent.
One of the results of the January meeting between the two presidents was an agreement to hold the third session of the Intergovernment Commission 
on cooperation, which was supposed to have happened back in 2015. Its successful conclusion will have significant meaning for Sino-Ukrainian 
cooperation in all areas. The latest meetings of its sub-commission show that preparations for the intergovernment meeting are well underway. Over 
July-October, the sub-commission met three times, including one session to discuss technical military cooperation.
Over this quarter, there was a noticeable acceleration in interagency contacts at the central level between Ukraine and China, suggesting positive 
progress in bilateral efforts. Caution and distrust are slowly changing into mutual respect and a determination to make constructive moves. More and 
more, concrete projects are showing up in interagency communications, as well as specific plans and proposals for further areas of mutual interest.
Ukraine’s strategic partnership with China, which was announced back in President Kuchma’s time and followed up by agreements over 2011-2013, 
finally began to come to life this quarter, as cooperation in sensitive sectors picked up pace, including space and military technology, and contacts 
among enforcement agencies.
In the last four months, trade has begun to look like it is on a steady growth trajectory. Multiple business contacts, concrete commercial ventures 
and signed contracts demonstrate that the “pause” button has been turned back to “play” as both sides show growing interest in working together. 
Contacts in the academic and scientific world continue to develop joint projects. More and more regional scientific institutions and research centers 
in both countries are becoming involved in these developments.
Cooperation in humanitarian areas continues to flourish. Both countries have shown a desire to increase two-way understanding of each other’s 
cultures and professional exchanges, including in education. China awarded the president of the Ukrainian Society of Sinologists, which is an 
acknowledgement that Ukraine’s civil society is also strengthening bilateral cooperation.
At the regional level, Sino-Ukrainian cooperation continued to grow at a strong pace during QIII. The main trend was a move from orientation visits 
to attempts to put together concrete commercial proposals, studying potential investment projects, and engaging specific companies in vetting 
investment projects

Позитивні бали: +65,5
Негативні бали: -3
Загалом: +62,5 
TRUMAN Index: +0,81

Andriy Honcharuk 
Senior Researcher at the National Institute of Strategic Studies (Ukraine)

Viktor Kiktenko 
Dr.Sc. (Philosophy), Head of the Far East Department of A. Krymskyi  

Institute of Oriental Studies at the National Academy of Science (Ukraine)UPDATE
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POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS
Not much happened in the political arena between Ukraine and 
China over July-October, but clearly relations are developing steadily. 
General political dialog continued at the level of foreign ministers 
and Chinese diplomats actively clarified China’s position towards 
Ukraine. China’s annual anniversary event took place as well.

On September 19 during the 72nd session of the UNGA, the Ukrainian 
and Chinese FMs met. Pavlo Klimkin and Wang Yi discussed the 
progress of the January dialog between their leaders in Davos, a 
possible timeframe for the Third Session of the Intergovernment 
Cooperation Commission, the prospects for expanding trade and 
investment ties, and cooperation within international organizations, 
especially between their delegations at the UN Security Council. 
They also touched on President Poroshenko’s initiative regarding 
a UN peacekeeping mission in the Donbas. Klimkin confirmed an 
invitation to his Chinese colleague to visit Ukraine.

On September 27, Chinese Ambassador Du Wei told journalists 
that that it was incorrect to imply that China supported the Russian 
Federation’s resolution on the deployment of peacekeeping forces 
in Donbas. “Today we are seeing such information and it’s simply 
wrong,” said Wei. “The information about China’s position is 
incomplete and this is a deliberately incorrect interpretation of the 
official Chinese position in the Russian media.” He added that it was 
too early to say that China supported the Russian draft resolution 
as the resolution was still in the process of being discussed. The 
Ambassador pointed out that the UN Security Council had not yet 
considered any resolution regarding the deployment of peacekeepers 
to eastern Ukraine. “We support every version of a political resolution 
of the Ukrainian crisis on principle,” Wei continued. “This is not 
specifically about supporting someone’s position.” He also reminded 
the press that there had been a briefing at the Chinese MFA at which 
the question was put about China’s position on the RF’s intention to 
vote for the Russian draft resolution. “The MFA spokesperson replied 
that this position was still at the level of discussion,” Wei concluded.

On September 29, the Chinese Embassy in Ukraine organized a grand 
reception on the occasion of the 68th anniversary of the declaration 
of the People’s Republic of China. More than 500 attended the event: 
ambassadors and other diplomats from many countries, politicians, 
artists, and business professionals who are actively involved with 
China. Ambassador Wei addressed his guests, noting that the One 
Belt, One Road project, launched by China’s leadership four years 
ago, had led to greater Chinese investment in Ukraine. He also noted 
that Ukraine’s agricultural products were “confidently conquering” 
the Chinese market.

INTERGOVERNMENT COOPERATION
On June 23, the Sino-Ukrainian sub-commission for cooperation in 
education met for the second time with the participation of Education 
Ministers Lilia Hrynevych and Chen Baosheng. The second forum of 
university rectors from both countries took place at the same time. 
Participants shared their achievements in education and science, 
and presented what their institutions had to offer. An agreement on 
cooperation was signed between Ukrainian and Chinese universities.

Over July-October, the sub-commission of the Cooperation 
Commission met three times to prepare for the intergovernment 
meeting and to discuss military and technical issues.

On August 17, the sixth session of the sub-commission on agricultural 
cooperation took place. The Ukrainian delegation was led by Deputy 
Minister of Agricultural Policy and Provision for European Integration 

Olha Trofimtseva, while the Chinese one was headed by Deputy 
Agricultural Minister Yu Xinrong. “The main objective of bilateral 
trade is to diversify the export and import of goods and to open the 
Chinese market to a greater number of Ukrainian products,” said 
Trofimtseva. “The first half-year has shown that we are progressing 
in this direction. The Chinese market has accepted our frozen beef 
and exports of dairy products are on the rise, as are oil seeds and 
walnuts. Given the size of both economies and what Ukraine’s farm 
sector has to offer, the potential to expand trade is enormous.”

Interesting areas for joint ventures in the farm sector include 
developing infrastructure and logistics, working closely in veterinary 
medicine and phytosanitary regulation, and exchanging knowledge 
in green energy. Ukraine is also interested in working together in 
cadastral surveying and forming geospatial databases.

Yu Xinrong said that working together in genetics, selection, livestock 
breeding, and renewable energy would also make it possible to 
significantly expand trade and investment ties. At the end of the 
meeting, the two sides signed a protocol that established the main 
areas of cooperation for 2018 and scheduled the next meeting of the 
sub-commission in Beijing next year.

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION
On June 27, specialists from the State Fiscal Service met with 
officials at the Chinese Embassy. The Ukrainians reported that China 
was one of Ukraine’s biggest trading partners, with its imports 
accounting for 12% of Ukraine’s overall volume of incoming goods 
and that this volume had noticeably grown.

The meeting also discussed mechanisms for implementing the 1997 
intergovernment Agreement on mutual assistance in customs matters 
and a 2010 Protocol between the State Border Service of Ukraine and 
the General Administration of Customs of China regarding mutual 
assistance in checking the validity of declared customs values of 
goods. A decision was made to establish a working mechanism for 
exchanging information and to develop concrete proposals to deepen 
cooperation between the customs agencies of both countries.

Over July 24-28, a delegation from the China National Center 
for Food Safety Risk Assessment, an authorized agency of the 
Special Administrative District of Hong Kong was in Ukraine for 
an assessment. Chinese specialists evaluated the state oversight 
system, including control of poultry meat and its products, eggs and 
egg products. The delegation was met by senior officials of the State 
Food Safety and Consumer Protection Service (SFSCPS).

On August 1, Deputy Minister Trofimtseva and SFSCPS Director 
Volodymyr Lapa met with Lin Wei, heading an official delegation from 
the Chinese General Administration of Quality Supervision, Inspection 
and Quarantine (AQSIQ). The State Food and Consumer Service and 
AQSIQ have been working together to agree phytosanitary and 
inspection requirements regarding a slew of Ukrainian farm products 
being exported to China. At the top of the list are sunflower meal 
and beet pulp, as well as cherries, poultry, eggs, honey, and dairy 
products.

On September 15, the Ministry of Agricultural Policy and AQSIQ 
signed a protocol on sanitary and phytosanitary requirements for the 
export of sunflower meal and beet pulp from Ukraine to China. Nine 
more domestic dairy producers were also granted permits to export 
their products to China, bringing the total number to 27.

On September 18, Deputy Power and Coal Minister for European 
Integration Natalia Boyko met with managers from China’s National 
Energy Administration to discuss expanding cooperation in the 

TIMELINE
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of uranium and to build a plant to produce nuclear fuel. Ukraine 
wants to work with Chinese companies like the China National 
Nuclear Corporation (CNNC) and the China Nuclear Fuel Corporation 
to organize a mutually beneficial production of fuel assemblies to 
supply Ukraine’s AESs. The two sides noted that the signing of a 
Memorandum of Cooperation between the Ministry and the CNNC in 
October 2016 to develop companies in the nuclear-industrial complex 
(NIC) had speeded up the implementation of ventures in uranium 
extraction and the manufacture of nuclear fuel.

After a February meeting between the management of Nuclear Fuel, a 
state company, and the China National Nuclear Corporation, the two 
sides developed and approved an Action Plan to set up joint production 
of nuclear fuel for VVER-1000 type reactors in Ukraine. At SkhidHZK 
or Eastern Mining and Enrichment Plant’s Novokostiantynivka mine, 
a joint venture with the China Development Bank has been launched. 
During a meeting, the Chinese noted that they had considerable 
experience in developing mineral deposits for extracting uranium and 
expressed interest in carrying out these projects.

The Ministry of Infrastructure, UkrPoshta, the state postal service, 
the Foreign Ministry, and the National Radio and Television Council 
(NRTC) all met with their Chinese counterparts during QIII to discuss 
the prospects of joint ventures in their various spheres.

CHANGING RELATIONS  
IN SENSITIVE SECTORS
The strategic partnership between Ukraine and China, which was 
announced back in President Leonid Kuchma’s time and underpinned 
by agreements signed over 2011-2013, has begun to change in the last 
four months as bilateral meetings related to sensitive industries testify.

Over July 1-5, a delegation from Ukraine’s State Space Agency 
that included officials from the state-owned Pivdenne M.K. Yangel 
Construction Bureau visited China. The Ukrainians participated in 
various events related to the launch of China’s heavy lift launch 
system called Long March-5. They also met with Vice Administrator 
Wu Yanhua of the China National Space Administration, Vice 
President Yang Baohua of the China Aerospace Science and 
Technology Corporation (CASC), and Executive Vice President Gao 
Ruofei of China Great Wall Industry Corporation (CGWIC). The 
participants discussed the progress of ongoing joint projects, noting 
their high level and positive dynamic. Agreement was also reached to 
expand the list of joint projects under the Sino-Ukrainian Cooperation 
in Aerospace Program for 2016-2020.

Both sides expressed readiness to discuss new joint projects for 
launching Ukrainian satellites into orbit and participating in China’s 
Moon and Mars research programs. The Chinese proposed the 
possible participation of Ukraine in developing One Belt, One Road’s 
aerospace data corridor, an integrated satellite-based navigation, 
communication and terrestrial remote sensing system. Such a system 
is expected to foster economic development in the participating 
countries.

Over July 18-22, a delegation from Ukraine’s National Guard headed 
by Lt.-Gen. Yuriy Allerov visited China to establish contacts with the 
People’s Militia of China. The Ukrainians were invited to participate 
in classes on preserving the public peace using personnel and special 
technologies.

On August 8, a working meeting between the First Deputy Secretary of the 
National Security Council of Ukraine, Oleh Hladkovskiy, and a delegation 
from the People’s Liberation Army of China. The two sides identified 
considerable potential for the defense industries of both countries, 
opportunities for cooperation and the need for improved communication 
between enterprises and institutions in Ukraine and China.

TRADE AND INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS
On July 24, the Highways Department in Poltava Oblast announced 
that China was providing a US $300 million line of credit to build a 
new bridge across the Dnipro River in Poltava. The China Road and 
Bridge Corporation is expected to start construction in the spring of 
2018 near the town of Horishni Plavni (pop. 52,000). The bridge is 
expected to be completed in three years.

On July 28, Ukraine’s State Reserve agreed with the Zhengzhou 
International Hub Development and Construction Corporation in 
Zhengzhou, China, to lease the agency’s warehouse as a logistics 
center for the export of goods from Ukraine to China.

On July 31, the Silk Link CSO and the “Tianxia Link” Center of 
Contemporary China held a roundtable on the entry of Ukrainian 
foodstuffs to the Chinese market, inviting companies that are already 
working on or planning to enter this market to join in. Silk Link’s 
founder and Executive Director Iryna Nykorak, the Chinese Embassy’s 
Commercial Counsellor, Liu Jun, and the Director of the State Food 
Safety and Consumer Protection Service (SFSCPS), Volodymyr Lapa, 
spoke to the business audience. Discussion touched on marketing 
issues, standard practice in positioning products in Chinese retail 
chains, registering brands, and selling products through Chinese 
retail sites.

On August 14, SFSCPS specialists started a course in the city 
of Changzhou on cooperation and exchange of information in 
inspections, quarantines and oversight of sanitary norms during 
cross-border movement.

On August 15, the management and technical specialists from 
the China Coal Technology and Engineering Group (CCTEG) led by 
Vice President Liu Yajiong visited Severodonetsk. The Chinese are 
prepared to invest nearly US $260mn in a project to reconstruct the 
TES (cogeneration plant) and build a mining and enrichment plant 
in Luhansk Oblast. The project includes switching the TET (CHP) 
from natural gas to coal. The advantages of such a shift are clear: 
greater energy security and independence by moving away from 
Russian gas, ensuring the uninterrupted work of the state-owned 
LysychanskVuhillia (Lysychansk Coal) and PervomaiskVuhillia mines, 
and increasing the investment appeal of the oblast.  At the end of 
the visit, a Memorandum of Cooperation was signed between the 
Luhansk Oblast State Administration and CCTEG.

On August 17-19, a delegation from UkrTsukor, the national sugar 
association of Ukraine, visited Hong Kong, where they participated 
in the HKTDC Food Expo 2017 and held a series of meetings with 
interested traders.

On September 2, the Governor of Kherson Oblast met with a Chinese 
delegation to discuss the possibility of designing and building 
waste recycling plants in this southern oblast. Specialists from the 
China Western Power Industrial Co. Ltd., and the Green Bond (HK) 
Investment Co. Ltd. presented a project for a waste recycling plant in 
Oleshky, a small town about 4 km from Kherson, that would recycle 
unsorted waste. The plant would have two turbines capable of 
burning 300 t of solid waste per day each. The Chinese company’s 
technology meets EU directive requirements.

On September 7, UkrGazVydobuvannia, a gas extraction company, 
and Xinjiang Beiken signed an agreement to drill 24 new wells in 
Poltava and Kharkiv Oblasts. The total value of this project is nearly 
US $2bn and work is expected to start in QIV 2017.

On September 8, the Ukrainian Sea Ports Authority (USPA) and the 
China Harbour Engineering Company (CHEC) signed a Memorandum 
of Understanding and close cooperation in the search for ways to 
increase the traffic flow of the New Silk Road through Ukraine’s ports 
by investing in the development of the country’s port system and the 
establishment of industrial parks. USPA and CHEC plan to continue 
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exchanging information about promising projects to develop port 
infrastructure, territorial waters and channels, in particular a project 
to reconstruct the Buh-Dnipro-Lyman channel.

On September 9, the State Food and Grain Corporation of Ukraine and 
CCEC, a Chinese company, discussed expanding export deliveries of 
grain to the Chinese partner. Agreement was reached at the meeting 
to deliver up to 300,000 t of grains, corn and wheat in several 
shipments by the end of the year.

On September 11, bilateral investment saw a major setback when 
the Security Bureau of Ukraine (SBU) stopped the sale of a controlling 
stake in MotorSich, the Zaporizhzhia motor corporation, to a Chinese 
tycoon. The Shevchenko District court in Kyiv ruled in favor of the 
Main Investigative Administration of the SBU to arrest nearly 56% 
of the company’s shares. The investigation had revealed that in 
2016, MP Viacheslav Bohuslayev had colluded with the owner of 
Beijing Skyrizon Aviation Industry Investment Co. Ltd. to sell his 
shares to proxies of the Chinese billionaire and companies affiliated 
to him. This was how the Chinese businessman got a 56% stake in 
MotorSich.

The investigation began on June 9, when the Anti-Monopoly 
Committee (AMC) received a request from Skyrizon Aircraft Holdings 
Limited to be allowed to merge stakes in MotorSich. This company 
actually belonged to that same Beijing Skyrizon Aviation Industry 
Investment Co. Ltd. through a Hong Kong enterprise. The application 
stated that plans were to merge the MotorSich shares, which 
belonged to a slew of offshore companies and a Chinese citizen with 
5.01%. Altogether, it amounted to a 56% stake, which was arrested.

The MotorSich Corporation is the main contractor for the country’s 
defense needs, assembling, repairing, upgrading and restoring 
aviation equipment belonging the Ukrainian Armed Forces. Back on 
July 12, the AMC turned to the SBU, pointing out that the MotorSich 
shares had been acquired without AMC approval. According to 
agency officials, this suggests that the law protecting commercial 
competition was violated. Incidentally, on April 6, 2016, MotorSich 
had received a 10-year line of credit worth US $100mn at 0.3% annual 
interest from Skyrizon Aircraft Holdings. Experts think that this loan 
may have been a covert way of selling the company. Without casting 
doubt on the motives and legality of the SBU’s actions, however, 
this kind of scandal does little to improve the investment climate in 
Ukraine.

Further questions were raised when, that same day, the Ukrainian 
press published a slew of negative information from Transparency 
International about China Harbour Engineering Company, the day 
CHEC began the second part of its Yuzhniy Port project.

On September 11, Biznes, a top business paper, published 
information from Transparency International announcing that CHEC’s 
parent company, the China Communications Construction Company, 
had been entered into the list of top corrupt entities on the planet 
as a result of the worldwide “Unmask the Corrupt” campaign. This 
information was repeated on popular domestic news sites like 112, 
Tsenzor.net and Espreso TV. According to TI, CCCC’s subsidiaries 
were infamous for their dubious methods of working in developing 
countries: bribing government officials, putting money into entities 
belonging to relatives of top government officials, and inflating the 
cost of specific projects. In Ukraine, China Harbour only showed up 
this year, but has already been given a number of huge dredging 
orders worth over UAH 1.6bn or around US $60mn.

On September 11, CHEC began the second part of its project in 
Yuzhniy Port: reconstructing the marine channel and internal waters 
of the approach to the port’s deep-water berths. The Ukrainian Sea 
Ports Authority says that, under a May 25 contract, CHEC is required 
to dredge the marine approach channel and the waters around Berths 
#5 and #6 to a depth of 21 meters. Under the terms of the contract, 
two launch facilities will also be built, one of which will involve 

dredging the marine approach channel and docking waters around 
Berths #5 and #6 to 20 m and widening the marine channel from 140-
180 m to 210-310 m. The other launch facility involves dredging the 
marine approach channel and docking waters around Berths #5 and 
#6 to 21 m. So far, a 111-m Tong Li hopper dredger that was delivered 
to the port on July 24 has been doing the dredging. Work is expected 
to continue until the end of 2019.

On September 20, the China Trade Association sponsored a Sino-
Ukrainian business forum, where the two sides offered presentations 
on agriculture, technology and exhibition activities. Participating 
in the event were the Chinese Embassy’s Commercial Counsellor 
Liu Jun, SFSCPS’s Director for International Cooperation Olha 
Shevchenko, Zhang Lizhen of the Shenzhen Trade Committee, and 
business representatives.

On September 22, State Architecture and Construction Inspection 
(DABI) Director Oleksiy Kudriavtsev met with Tommy Tenmen, a 
regional director of Tebian Electric Apparatus (TBEA), who said that 
his company was interested in a large-scale investment project 
to install the biggest VES or wind farm in Eastern Europe. This 
renewable energy source is expected to be launched in Mykolayiv 
Oblast in 2019, with a capacity of 500 MW. The Chinese will invest 
US $500mn.

On October 3, Deputy Infrastructure Minister for European integration 
Viktor Dovhan announced the construction of a new road from the 
Greater Odesa Port to ports in Mykolayiv and Kherson during a 
presentation of Kherson Oblast’s new transportation strategy. This 
will be a four-lane concrete highway to accommodate heavy freight 
trucks. The project will be handled by UkrAvtoDor, the state roads and 
highways agency, jointly with state-owned China Road and Bridge 
Corporation (CRBC). The project will be financed by the State Budget 
of Ukraine and the Chinese ExIm Bank. The Chinese contribution will 
be about US $100mn.

On October 10, UkrAvtoDor Director Slavomir Novak met with the 
Chairman of Xinjiang Communications Construction Group Co. Ltd., 
Shen Jinsheng, to sign Ukraine’s first-ever contract with a Chinese 
company to reconstruct and repair the country’s roads. The contracts 
were signed under the “Second Roads and Safety Improvement 
Project” (RSIP) between Ukraine and the International Bank of 
Reconstruction and Develop of the World Bank Group. At the signing 
ceremony Infrastructure Minister Volodymyr Omelian said: “Two 
points are extremely important: this is the first experience for a 
Chinese company in Ukraine and it effectively revives our cooperation 
with international financial organizations in roadworks. Ukraine 
already has success stories from working with Chinese companies, 
including at the Yuzhniy port. It’s important for us that this highway 
project also is successful.” Ukraine’s transport infrastructure 
really needs these projects that are being carried out by Chinese 
contractors. One of them is the transnational corridor called the Go 
Highway, and another is a major transport link between the country’s 
two biggest cities, Kyiv and Kharkiv.

On October 18, First Deputy Premier and Economy Minister Stepan 
Kubiv discussed the building of a fourth line for the Kyiv Metro to 
run from the suburb of Troyeshchyna to Zhuliany Kyiv Municipal 
Airport. The line will be 18 kilometers long, with 13 stations. 
Preliminary estimates are that construction will cost US $2bn, 85% 
from the Chinese side in the form of a 20-year line of credit at 2% 
pa. The remaining 15% will be financed by the Kyiv Municipal State 
Administration (KMDA). The Government and KMDA are taking 
responsibility for launching and completing the project. A working 
group will be set up shortly, consisting of representatives from the 
company, the Economy Ministry, DIFCU, the state innovative financing 
and crediting agency, and the Kyiv Metropolitan Corporation, to draft 
the text of the final agreement.

On October 27, the biggest private Chinese petroleum service 
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Xcompany, Xinjiang Beiken Energy Engineering Company, established 
a subsidiary in Ukraine called Beiken Energy Ukraine. It was 
registered in Kyiv on September 19 with statutory capital of UAH 
5.2mn. The sole founder is the Hong Kong-based Beiken Energy 
Co. On September 7, XBEEC signed a contract worth UA $61.7mn 

with UkrGazVydobuvannia, a state-owned natural gas extraction 
company. This will involve drilling 24 wells over 2017-2019 in Kharkiv 
and Poltava Oblasts. The contracts were won through the ProZorro 
government procurement tender system.

Events in Ukraine-China relations (July-October 2017). Point-based evaluation

Date Event Score
June 23 The second meeting of the Education Sub-commission of the Commission for Cooperation between Ukraine 

and China takes place.
+2

June 27 SFS specialists meet with officials from the Chinese Embassy in Kyiv. +1

June 30 A group monograph called “China through Asian Eyes” is presented at UNIAN. +1

July 1 Lviv Governor Oleh Syniutka meets with Chinese investors in the power industry. +0,5

July 1-5 A delegation from Ukraine’s State Space Agency visits China. +2

July 3 Serhiy Tomilenko, president of the Association of Journalist of Ukraine and members of the Ukrainian press 
meets with the Chinese Association of Journalists in Beijing.

+1

July 4 Ukraine’s Ambassador to China Oleh Diomin meets with China Association of Disabled Persons President 
You Liang.

+0,5

July 18-22 A delegation of Ukraine’s National Guard headed by Lt.-Gen. Yuriy Allerov visits China. +1

July 24-28 A delegation from the China National Center for Food Safety Risk Assessment, an authorized agency of the 
Special Administrative District of Hong Kong comes to Ukraine.

+1

July 24 The Highways Department in Poltava Oblast announces that China is providing a US $300 million line of 
credit to build a new bridge across the Dnipro River.

+0,5

July 26 A delegation from the Chinese Embassy in Kyiv arrives in Lubny for a working visit led by Commercial 
Counsellor Liu Jun.

+0,5

July 28 Ukraine’s State Reserve agrees to lease the agency’s warehouse to a Chinese company as a logistics center 
for the export of goods from Ukraine to China.

+1

July 31 First Deputy Mayor of Kharkiv Ihor Terekhov and councillors meet with specialists from Huawei, the Chinese 
telecoms equipment giant.

+0,5

The Silk Link CSO the “Tianxia Link” Center of Contemporary China held a roundtable on the entry of 
Ukrainian foodstuffs to the Chinese market.

+1

CEO Serhiy Komnatniy of the Housing for Young People Foundation meets with the biggest private 
investment funds in China: the Gingko Group and the Bengda Group.

+0,5

August 1 Deputy Minister of Agricultural Policy and Provision for European integration Olha Trofimtseva and SFSCPS 
Director Volodymyr Lapa meet with Lin Wei, head of an official delegation from the Chinese General 
Administration of Quality Supervision, Inspection and Quarantine (AQSIQ).

+1

August 4 The Dnipro Development Agency, a community enterprise, announces that Chinese investors are looking 
into the possibility of investing in major infrastructure projects in the city of Dnipro.

+0,5

August 7 Deputy Governor of Sumy Oblast Mykola Podopryhora meets with a delegation from the Chinese National 
Nuclear Corporation, the Chinese Institute of Atomic Energy, and the China Nuclear Energy Industry 
Corporation.

+0,5

August 8 A working meeting takes place between First Deputy NSC Secretary Oleh Hladkovskiy and a delegation 
from the People’s Liberation Army of China led by the Deputy Director of China’s Main Administration for 
Developing Weapons and Military Technology, Lt.-Gen. Liu Sheng.

+2

Zhytomyr Oblast Director of Economic Development, Trade and International Cooperation Oleksiy Shatylo 
and Zhytomyr Oblast Agency for Regional Development Director Andriy Sachuk meet with officials from a 
Chinese logistics firm.

+0,5

August 12 O. Lavryk, advisor to the Sumy Governor, announces that the Henan Shaolin Bus Co. Ltd. was interested in 
building an SKD plant in Sumy Oblast for Shaolin buses.

+0,5

August 14 SFSCPS specialists start taking courses as part of the One Belt, One Road initiative in Changzhou. +0,5

A delegation from the city of Laiwu led by Mayor Van Liang arrives in Irpin. +0,5
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Date Event Score
August 15 Managers and technical specialists from the China Coal Technology and Engineering Group led by Vice 

President Liu Yajiong visit Severodonetsk.
+0,5

August 17 The sixth session of the sub-commission on agricultural cooperation under the Intergovernment Cooperation 
Commission takes place.

+2

August 17-19 Specialists from UkrTsukor, the national sugar association of Ukraine, visit Hong Kong. +0,5

August 22 The winners of the 11th Special Book Award of China were presented in Beijing. For the first time, a 
Ukrainian author was awarded—Volodymyr Kiktenko, PhD, head of the Department of Far Eastern Studies 
at the Krymskiy Institute of Orientology (NAS), and president of the Ukrainian Association of Sinologists.

+1

August 29 A Ukrainian delegation led by A. Shevtsov, director of the department for certifying personnel with 
higher qualifications and certification at the Ministry of Science and Education visits Harbin Pedagogical 
University.

+0,5

Officials from the Orlan-Invest Group visit the industrial facilities of the SJEC Corporation in China. +0,5

August 30 Serhiy Bubka, president of Ukraine’s Olympic Committee, arrives for a working visit in China. +1

September 1 Officials from Zhytomyr meet with an official delegation from the city of Dazhou. +0,5

September 2 The Governor of Kherson Oblast discusses the possibility of designing and building waste recycling plants in 
the oblast with a Chinese delegation.

+0,5

September 7 UkrGazVydobuvannia and Xinjiang Beiken sign an agreement to drill 24 wells. +1

Serhiy Savchuk, chair of the State Energy Efficiency Agency, talks about the prospects for “green” projects 
in Ukraine with a delegation from TBEA Xinjiang International.

+0,5

Deputy Infrastructure Minister Nadia Kaznacheyeva joins the first Deputy Executive Director of UkrPoshta, 
the postal service, at talks with a delegation from China Post Group Corporation led by Deputy Executive 
Director Rao Xiaoguang.

+0,5

Deputy Infrastructure Minister Nadia Kaznacheyeva joins the first Deputy Executive Director of UkrPoshta, 
the postal service, at talks with a delegation from China Post Group Corporation led by Deputy Executive 
Director Rao Xiaoguang.

+1

September 8 Deputy Minister for Power and Coal Anatoliy Korzun meets with officials from the China Machinery 
Engineering Corporation.

+1

The Ukrainian Sea Ports Authority and the China Harbour Engineering Company (CHEC) sign a Memorandum 
of Understanding and close cooperation 

+1

Ghennadiy Pavlov, director of the Admiral Makarov Institute for Automation and Electrical Engineering at 
the National Shipbuilding University is awarded a medal and the Taishan Friendship Award certificate.

+1

September 9 SFGC and CCEC discuss expanding exports of grain to the Chinese partner. +0,5

September 11 The SBU stops the sale of a controlling stake in the Zaporizhzhia engine-maker MotorSich to a Chinese 
billionaire.

-2

Biznes magazine publishes negative information about the China Harbour Engineering Company (CHEC). -1

China Harbour Engineering Company begins its second project in the Yuzhniy port. 1

September 12 China Road and Bridge Corporation officials visit state-owned Odesa Sea Trading Port. +0,5

A booklet entitled “Comparison of microbiological criteria in food products in the European Union and the 
People’s Republic of China” is presented with the participation of SFSCPS Director Lapa and experts from 
the “Developing the Investment Climate in Ukraine” project.

+0,5

September 14 Sikorski Kyiv Politechnical Institute is visited by a large delegation of the Communist Party of China from 
Hangzhou and a slew of its municipal districts.

+0,5

September 15 The Ministry of Agricultural Policy and AQSIQ sign a protocol on sanitary and phytosanitary requirements for 
the export of sunflower meal and beet pulp from Ukraine to China.

+1

September 18 Deputy Power and Coal Minister for European Integration Natalia Boyko meets with managers from China’s 
National Energy Administration to discuss expanding cooperation in the nuclear industry. 

+1

A roundtable on the prospects for developing and cooperating in the content industries of Ukraine and China 
during the International Kyiv Media Week forum.

+1

September 19 During the 72nd session of the UNGA, FMs Pavlo Klimkin and Wang Yi meet one-on-one. +3
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September 20 The Ukrainian-Chinese Business Forum takes place. +1

September 21 The Foreign Ministries of Ukraine and China discuss the training and preparation of diplomatic personnel at 
the level of managers of profile departments.

+2

Kharkiv Governor Yulia Svitlychna meets with a Chinese delegation led by Ambassador Du Wei. +1

During the Eurasian International Economic Forum, the State Geocadastre and Resources Service offers a 
presentation on Ukraine’s resource potential in the city of Xi’an.

+0,5

September 22 State Architecture and Construction Inspection (DABI) Director Oleksiy Kudriavtsev meets with Tommy 
Tenmen, a regional director of Tebian Electric Apparatus (TBEA).

+0,5

The director of the Life Science Sino-Ukrainian Research Center Serhiy Melnychuk in Sumy receives a visit 
from the executive director of the Golden Egg Company, Li Lumeng, and the director of the One Belt, One 
Road Fund, Shi Chaochang.

+0,5

September 25-26 The Kharkiv State Academy of Design and the Arts is visited by a delegation from the Hanshan Pedagogical 
University.

+0,5

September 26 Deputy Minister for Regional Development, Construction and Housing Lev Partskhaladze announces that 
China will invest US $500mn in a program to finance and lease housing.

+0,5

The XI International Academic Conference “Chinese Civilization: Traditions and Modernity” takes place. +1

September 27 Chinese Ambassador Du Wei tells journalist that it is not correct to talk about China’s supposed support for 
a Russian resolution regarding peacekeeping forces in Donbas. 

+3

NRTC Chair Yuriy Artemenko, Council Member Valentyn Koval and State Cinematography Agency Director 
Pylyp Illienko and others from Ukraine’s media industry visit the Chinese State Administration of Press, 
Publishing, Radio, Film, and Television.

+1

Karazin National University in Kharkiv receives a visit from a delegation of the Harbin Engineering Institute. +0,5

September 28 The State Aviation Service’s routing commission accepts UIA’s application for flights between Kyiv and 
Hangzhou.

+1

September 29 The Chinese Embassy holds a grand reception on the 68th anniversary of the declaration of the People’s 
Republic of China.

+1

Former Ukrainian presidents Kravchuk, Kuchma and Yushchenko are awarded by China for fostering its 
international One Belt, One Road initiative.

+2

October 3 Deputy Infrastructure Minister for European integration Viktor Dovhan announces a joint venture with the 
China Road and Bridge Corporation.

+0,5

October 4 A Ukrainian delegation meets with representatives of China’s State Intellectual Property Agency. +0,5

October 7 Serhiy Savchuk, chair of the State Energy Efficiency Agency, talks about the prospects for “clean” power in 
Ukraine with a delegation from the Сhina Nuclear Energy Technology Corporation Limited, its subsidiary CNI 
Energy Engineering Co. Ltd, and companies in the BGR Group.

+0,5

October 10 Avtodor Director Slavomir Novak and the CEO of Xinjiang Communications Construction Group Co. Shen 
Jinsheng sign a contract to reconstruct and repair roads.

+1

October 10-14 A delegation from the Chinese Institute of Modern International Relations arrives in Kyiv. +0,5

October 14-25 A delegation of researchers from the Institute of Russia, Eastern Europe and Central Asia of the Chinese 
Academy of Social Studies visits Ukraine.

+0,5

October 18 First Deputy Premier and Economy Minister Stepan Kubiv discusses building a fourth line for the Kyiv Metro 
to run from Troyeshchyna to Kyiv Municipal Airport with Chinese investors.

+1

Lviv Governor Syniutka meets the delegation from the Institute of Russia, Eastern Europe and Central Asia +0,5

October 18-24 The Chinese media reports on the assessment of Ukrainian experts at the 19th congress of the CPC and the 
prospects for China to develop.

+1

October 25 Economy Minister Kubiv announces that Ukraine and China’s CCEC would be working to revise the Air 
Express and other joint projects.

+0,5

October 26 First Lady Maryna Poroshenko presents six violins and two violas from the private collection of Chinese 
master Hu Xianjing to students at the Glier School of Music in Kyiv.

+1

October 27 The biggest private Chinese petroleum service company, Xinjiang Beiken Energy Engineering, establishes a 
subsidiary called Beiken Energy Ukraine.

+1
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Relations between Ukraine and Russia remain fairly contradictory: on the one hand, the two countries are effectively at war; on the other, trade 
between them has been growing recently. For more than three years now, the two have been engaged in negotiations to stop the armed conflict 
in Eastern Ukraine, but all the announced ceasefires have lasted only a few hours. Still, certain trends have begun to emerge around the Russian-
Ukrainian conflict that were far less obvious earlier.

In the last three years since the conflict between Ukraine and Russia began, relations between Kyiv and its western partners have never been so 
smooth. Of course, this does not mean that communication between the Ukrainian government and key world capitals like Berlin or Washington 
is entirely free of problems. The main difference is that all discussions have shifted mostly to internal Ukrainian matters, such as, for example, 
the case with setting up a special anti-corruption court, which the US and EU have been pushing for.

The Russian factor too often tended to lead to misunderstandings, albeit not always public ones, between Ukraine and its western partners. Far 
from everybody in the EU and US was on the bandwagon supporting strict sanctions against Russia in the spring of 2014 – until MH-17 was shot 
down, convincing the world that Russia’s aggressions were not just a matter between it and Ukraine.

The algorithms for implementing the Minsk accords were initially seen differently in the US and EU: the West was not prepared to dismiss 
outright Russia’s view that the political provisions could be implemented earlier than or simultaneously with the security provisions. Ukraine’s 
view prevails now and the West is in agreement that, until a permanent ceasefire takes hold, any discussion of political solutions is extremely 
shortsighted.

All these earlier divergences offered Russia fertile ground for maneuvering. More than anything, the inability of Ukraine and the West to come to 
an understanding allowed Moscow to believe that the Ukrainian-Western tandem would, sooner or later, fall apart and this would give Russia a 
chance to dictate its own terms for resolving the conflict.

Moreover, this kind of scenario was fed by ongoing domestic instability in Ukraine and unpredictable processes taking place in Western countries. 
Russia was counting on a change of leadership in the US, France and Germany that would allow a change in approaches to resolving the conflict. 
In all three countries, Russia’s plans were a fiasco. At least it looked like a fiasco in autumn 2017.

What all this means is that right now could be the turning point when Russia’s leadership finally recognizes the seriousness of its situation. 
For the first time in the last three years of confrontation, it has become quite obvious: sanctions will not only be extended, but also increased. 
Whatever domestic turmoil they may undergo, Western governments are demonstrating remarkable steadiness. In many cases, these situations, 
such as interference in the electoral process in the US and France, have only turned politicians even more against Russia’s behavior. For Vladimir 
Putin, this period should be a wake-up call to return to reality, reconsider his approach, and make some radical adjustments.

And so, when news came that Russia was proposing that a UN peacekeeping force be installed in occupied Donbas, it was a real surprise that 
Western negotiators immediately jumped on board with.  Indeed, expectations of a compromise on Moscow’s part were so strong that some 
European politicians rushed to make congratulatory statements in Putin’s direction, without even having heard the details of his proposition. But 
it wasn’t long before the details were analyzed, and both the US and EU quickly rejected his idea of a peacekeeping mission.

Possibly because of this, the West, while excited by the peacekeeping idea, has also been very cautious how to approach to it. Observers have 
become tangled up in the question whether the Kremlin has really decided to compromise under pressure from circumstances. Most likely not, 
or the peacekeeping initiative would look a lot less like a trap. How useful would it be to hang onto this idea like a life-saver and to try to get 
Russia to agree to a compromise version? That certainly seems to be the position of most foreigners involved in the negotiation process today.

Positive: +7
Negative: -15
Overall: +8
TRUMAN Index: -0,53

Sergiy Solodkyy 
First Deputy Director of the New Europe Center

UPDATE

JULY-OCTOBER 2017

UKRAINE-RUSSIA RELATIONS
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PLAYING PEACEMAKER
Russia’s idea of a peacekeeping mission is based on three conditions.  
First, its main function should be to protect the OSCE’s Special 
Monitoring Mission and would also mean expanding the SMM’s 
mandate to the entire occupied territory, as the observers have the 
theoretical right to move throughout Donbas. However, the second 
condition turns round and prohibits this, and so the peacekeeping 
contingent would only be able to move along the line of contact. 
Putin’s explanation is that the peacekeepers might not protect the 
people of occupied Donbas against a possible “genocide.” So Ukraine 
is suppose to come to an agreement over the mission through direct 
talks with the militant leadership. Indeed, this form of negotiation is 
something Russia has insisted on since the very start of the conflict.

In Ukraine, Putin’s proposition is seen as a trap. Kyiv’s agreement 
would mean abandoning its own principled position – effectively a 
political and diplomatic capitulation. Such a capitulation could lead 
to a new round of misunderstanding with key western capitals. 
Ultimately, the “divide and conquer” tactic failed – again. Even 
though German diplomats really did praise Putin for demonstrating 
some will to establish peace, overall they did not see his proposition 
as something that would actually do so. “In terms of a resolution, 
we’re thinking the same as Ukraine right now, we’re on the same 
page,” say respected western officials involved in the negotiations. 
“Russia’s behavior is entirely at fault here.”

Although many are also inclined to see Putin’s peacekeeping initiative 
as just about the first in the last three years, that is hardly the case. 
And this mistaken belief can also create a false impression that the 
Russian leadership has finally decided to take serious steps to reach 
a permanent peaceful resolution.

Yes, in 2014 Russia did agree to negotiate initially in the Geneva 
format – Ukraine, the EU, the US and Russia – and later in the 
Normandy format as well – Ukraine, Germany, France and Russia. 
This also made it look like Moscow was ready for dialog and that 
it would be possible to come to an agreement with Russia. The 
same illusion could be formed after the first Minsk accords. These 
got extended in Minsk 2 and ushered in illegitimate elections on the 
occupied part of Donbas, the takeover of Debaltseve, and the general 
instability that has persisted for more than three years now.

When Russia announced in 2015 that it was prepared to help in the 
fight against Daesh in Syria, it turned out to be just another deceptive 
signal that led only to the next round of disillusion in the West. In 
2016, Moscow issued a declaration ostensibly supporting Ukraine’s 
initiative to arm the OSCE’s SMM. The various sides were supposed 
to have put together a road map by the end of the year, but today 
that’s all forgotten.

And so it makes sense to assume that Russia’s initiative to set up 
a UN peacekeeping mission is just Putin’s next bit of sleight-of-
hand. This is especially so, given that the main indicator of Russia’s 
readiness for real peace, as was expected, and not only in official 
Kyiv, was supposed to be the “Back to School” ceasefire on August 
25. When that, too, was violated almost immediately, it became quite 
clear that it was still premature to talk about Russia’s “readiness.” 
This is why Putin’s peacekeeping initiative has been greeted with 
considerable skepticism in Ukraine, where it is seen as just the latest 
in a long series of maneuvers that, on the one hand, are intended to 
make it look like Putin genuinely wants peace, and, on the other, to 
pre-empt a similar initiative on the part of Kyiv that was put forth 
back in February 2015.

1 Survey by the Levada Center, Russia. https://www.levada.ru/2017/10/30/rossijsko-ukrainskie-otnosheniya-2/

Two things might provoke Putin to settle for peace: the international 
situation, including stronger sanctions, and the domestic social 
situation. Recent opinion polls show that Russians are less and less 
interested in the subject of Ukraine and their indifference to the 
country seems to have reached its nadir – going right back to where 
it was before the Euromaidan began in fall 2013. This noticeable 
decline began around fall 2015: in summer 2014, 65% of Russians 
were avidly following events in Ukraine; one year later, this was 
down to 45%, and this fall it’s around 30%.1 In short, less than half as 
many Russians are interested in the Ukraine question now, compared 
to three years ago.

Interestingly, this trend goes in the face of the actual content of 
Russian television programming. The subject of Ukraine remains 
one of the key topics on all of Russia’s top channels, both in news 
programs and in talk shows. For instance, on Rossiya-1, Vladimir 
Soloviov had 21 broadcasts during October: 15 were dedicated to 
the US and other western countries, where occasionally something 
would come up on Ukraine, while 6 were completely dedicated to 
Ukraine – about every fourth program.

It looks like exaggerating its newsworthiness is no longer bringing 
any dividends on the Ukraine question. It’s possible that Putin’s 
peacekeeping proposal is in fact a response to this “Ukraine fatigue” 
among Russians, to say demonstratively, “See, Russia is proposing 
initiatives that show it wants to resolve the conflict, but Ukraine and 
the West are in the way.”

Whatever the Kremlin’s real intentions might be, Putin failed to get 
any domestic traction at this stage in the peacekeeping maneuver. 
Western governments anyway favor Ukraine’s proposition for a 
peacekeeping mission, which is that the mandate must cover all of 
Ukrainian territory, including occupied Donbas, and that the mission 
must control Ukraine’s international border with Russia and be able 
to monitor the removal of heavy weapons. Most importantly, Donbas 
would have to see a real ceasefire instituted, which would make 
it possible to actually move towards the next phase of the peace 
process and eventually the political process.

The first time the idea of a UN peacekeeping mission was raise for 
discussion at a UNSC session on February 18, 2015, when Ukraine’s 
forces were driven out of Debaltseve within days after a ceasefire had 
been declared. It looked like a forced step, the last hope, because the 
Minsk 2 accords, agreed on February 11, had effectively been scuttled 
with the push to occupy Debaltseve that started February 12. Indeed, 
the situation forced President Poroshenko, whose opponents had 
criticized him for being too conciliatory and trusting even during the 
Minsk 1 process, to rethink his position. Prior to Minsk 2, he had been 
quite critical of the idea of a peacekeeping mission. It looked now as 
though the Ukrainian leader was looking for the ultimate instrument 
to settle things, to demonstrate his commitment to resolving the 
conflict as quickly as possible, and to serve as a counter argument to 
accusations that he was betraying Ukraine’s interests. At the same 
time, he seems to have partly acknowledged the pointlessness of 
trying to come to an understanding with Russia in the formats that 
are available today – the Minsk process and Normandy format. 
Officially, however, the idea of a UN peacekeeping mission is being 
presented as part of implementing Minsk, which Russia insists on 
and Ukraine’s western partners are so far accepting.

Significantly, there remain plenty who oppose the peacekeeping 
idea, even Ukraine’s version. Their argument is that a peacekeeping 
mission would underscore the internal nature of the conflict and 
support Russia’s narrative about a civil war. Still, the history of 
UN peacekeeping missions shows that they are not intended just 
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to resolve internal conflicts: UNMEE, the peacekeeping mission in 
Ethiopia and Eritrea from 2000-2008, is a relatively recent example 
of this.

Of course, Russia is unlikely to agree to such a mandate given 
that it continues to deny outright that it is involved in the conflict 
in Donbas. Poroshenko, on the other hand, originally spoke against 
a peacekeeping mission primarily because of the fear that it 
would freeze the conflict rather than resolve it – although today 
it seems that freezing might not be the worst option. In any case, 
Ukraine’s diplomats understand that Russia will veto the Ukrainian 
peacekeeping proposition in the Security Council.

There are also concerns that Russia would insist on a set-up that 
would allow it to control the peacekeeping mission. Be that as it 
may, today a UN peacekeeping mission looks a lot more appealing 
to Ukrainians than the Minsk process. Some 60% of Ukrainians 
support a peacekeeping mission whereas barely 12% support Minsk. 
This legitimizes the idea and could eventually defuse any domestic 
political crisis.

SURKOV AND THE UKRAINE DOSSIER
With the election of Donald Trump to the White House, Ukraine had 
real reasons worry about deals being cut behind its back between 
the US and Russia. Moscow had made it clear that one of its goals 
was to negotiate directly with Washington, and for Ukraine to accept 
orders from above. The Kremlin was impatiently anticipating a new 
American negotiator who would continue talking with Putin aide 
Vladislav Surkov.

Kyiv’s position remains quite clear: the country’s future is not to 
be decided without the involvement of Ukraine itself. American 
diplomats have been sensitive to Kyiv’s expectations and the 
Russians, unable to understand the direction the US is taking things 
in, appear to be on tenterhooks over the new negotiator, Kurt Volker. 
In contrast to his predecessor, Victoria Nuland, Volker is in no hurry 
to visit Russia, which is already a bow towards Kyiv. The first talks 
between Volker and Surkov took place in Minsk and the next ones 
in Belgrade. In agreeing to meet in Serbia, the US made it clear that 
Russia was no position today to dictate terms to the Americans – not 
even a meeting place.

Moscow’s fears have two main components: the supply of defensive 
weapons to Ukraine and stronger sanctions. However, diplomats 
close to the negotiations state that sanctions were not brought up 
at the meeting. “The silence around sanctions could actually testify 
to their importance for Russia,” say deep sources in the negotiation 
process.

Surkov tried to persuade his American counterpart that it was Ukraine 
who was disrupting the peace process, bringing up the fact that 
official Kyiv refused to extend the law on the special status of the 
occupied territories. Supposedly Ukraine does not fully understand 
the sharpness of diplomatic communications between Russia and the 
West. What Moscow was really saying was that, unless the status 
was prolonged, all previous agreements would be dead, that is, any 
attempt to tie future sanctions with Russia’s implementation of 
Minsk provisions would be cast into doubt.

The Russian side brought two claims to bear to its western 
colleagues: first, that Ukraine was doing everything it could to disrupt 
the implementation of Minsk and, second, that Ukraine was bluffing 
when it said that it would begin implementing the political provisions 
as soon as the security challenges were resolved. But the fact that 
Ukraine did, after all, prolong the special status of the occupied 
territories for another year provided Kurt Volker with the ammunition 
he needed for his Belgrade meeting with Surkov the next day.

Indeed, the positive vote in the Rada effectively wiped out all the 

Russians’ preparatory work. Had the law not been extended, Surkov 
could have confidently argued before his American colleague that 
Ukraine was reluctant to resolve the conflict. The new circumstances 
forced the talks to focus primarily on more specific issues: the 
mandate of a UN peacekeeping mission and related timeframes. 
What’s more, rumors began circulating in the Ukrainian government 
that Surkov had lost the confidence of Putin and supposedly any 
negotiations with him were a waste of time. Western diplomats see 
things somewhat differently, however. Since Putin doesn’t really 
trust anyone, any channel of communication is worth maintaining, 
including Surkov.

Moreover, Surkov remains the main handler in the occupied territories. 
He was the one who made Putin’s idea of annexing Crimea come true 
– although initially, according to some sources, he was apparently 
against annexing the peninsula to Russia. Rumors also have it that 
Surkov was behind the strategy to destabilize Ukraine, already at the 
end of 2013. His idea was that Ukraine should change to a federation, 
where the regions would have broad powers. The annexation of 
Crimea was not part of those initial plans, nor was military action.

What Vladislav Surkov’s real role and responsibilities might be is 
shrouded in myths. Whatever the case, he does remain a close aide 
of the Russian president, at least in name. Putin has not expelled 
Surkov from his inner circle and Surkov continues to manage the 
“separatist” regions in both neighboring countries—Ukraine and 
Georgia. From time to time, Surkov reminds everyone of his presence 
through some new odious ideological project, such as the unveiling of 
a monument to “The Heroes of Donbas” in Rostov-on-Don on October 
17, where he also participated.

A more telling case is controversial announcement by Donetsk proxy 
leader Oleksandr Zakharchenko that the state of Malorossiya or Little 
Russia would be established, with its center in Donetsk. Few had any 
doubt that this idea was the personal invention of the Donbas minder, 
Surkov, who, as we now know, is godfather to Zakharchenko’s son. 
The fact that quite a few Russian functionaries have distanced 
themselves from the Malorossiya gambit has since been interpreted 
as proof of a falling out between Surkov and Putin. Indeed, Putin’s 
press secretary Dmitry Peskov stated that the Malorossiya idea was 
a “private initiative,” while Russia’s Minsk negotiator Boris Grizlov 
emphasized that it did not fit the Minsk process. It seems that Surkov’s 
creative efforts left the Kremlin less than thrilled, and by August 9, 
less than a month after it was first announced, Zakharchenko’s press 
service declared that the idea of establishing Malorossiya had been 
scrapped. Still, some say that the scandal around this proposition 
served a definite function by drawing all the headlines while other 
news passed unnoticed. After all, July 17 was the third anniversary 
of the shooting down of MH-17 and the Malorossiya project was 
announced the very next morning.

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS AND UKRAINE
As of this December, Russia officially launches its 2018 presidential 
election campaign. Most Russia watchers agree that Ukraine will not 
be a major issue during this cycle. Everything that Putin might have 
done in this context, he has already done: in the eyes of Russian 
voters, he remains the “gatherer of lands,” and 80% of them still 
think the annexation of Crimea was a good thing. Indeed, it seems 
that Russia’s Election Day was deliberately slated for March 18, 
2018, the fourth anniversary of the final takeover of the peninsula.

A look at Russia’s news environment and the top political talk shows 
confirms that the subject of Ukraine is never far, one way or another. 
Even if Kremlin spin-doctors decide not to weave the Ukraine 
question into Putin’s campaign script, it’s obvious that these same 
PR folks have been forming a suitable informational backdrop. Two 
themes tend to run through the talk shows: chaos in Ukraine and the 
West’s double standard. The first narrative is supposed to tell people 
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means that democracy is sacrificed, as revolutions inevitably lead 
to catastrophe. The second narrative stokes up public opinion that 
Russia is being encircled, so this is the time when the people should 
group around a strong leader and place their faith in the army – even 
if that inevitably means sacrificing their own well-being.

These two ideas dominated Vladimir Putin’s keynote speech at the 
Valdai Club on October 19. “Revolution,” he said, “is always the result 
of a lack of responsibility on the part of those who prefer to conserve 
and preserve an already defunct system that needs rethinking and 
rebuilding, and of those who prefer to push change without stopping 
at civil conflict and a disastrous confrontation.”

In Ukraine’s corridors of power, a different opinion is circulating: 
“Today, Russians stand between two choices: the refrigerator or 
the television. For now, they are choosing the television. However, 
there will come a moment when each one of them will realize the 
consequences of such absolute faith in the television image.” These 
Ukrainians are shaping the country’s policy today, including policy 
for countering Russia’s aggression. Here, politicians understand 
quite well that it is still too soon to talk about the successful 
impact of international sanctions against Russia. However, Putin’s 
peacekeeping initiative was seen as a clear indication that the 
sanctions are biting. He may be resorting to various tricks to do so, 
but Russia’s president is clearly looking for ways to come to terms 
with the West. 

Meanwhile, statements by dark-horse candidate Kseniya Sobchak 
unexpectedly raised the Ukraine question in Russia’s presidential 
campaign. Sobchak, the daughter of Putin’s one-time St. Petersburg 
mentor and better known as a frisky show-business personality, spoke 
very sharply against Vladislav Surkov: “I believe that he has blood on 
his hands today.” Her statement on Crimea no less surprising: “We 
broke our word. We went back on the 1994 Budapest Memorandum. 
We promised something and we did not do what we promised. Under 
international law, Crimea is Ukrainian. Period.”

In Ukraine, Sobchak’s statements were taken with a grain of salt, 
as her sincerity is very much in question. People remember her 
statements in the spring of 2014, when she was impressed by Putin’s 
decision to annex the peninsula. Some commentators even said that 
such messages were likely approved by the Kremlin, given that no 
court case has been filed against Sobchak to date. After all, just 
this September, Crimean journalist Mykola Semena, 66, who had 
also stated publicly that Crimea belonged to Ukraine, was given a 
30-month suspended sentence and three years probation with a ban 
on public activity.

CONTRADICTORY RELATIONS
Relations between Ukraine and Russia are striking by the number of 
contradictory aspects. On the one hand, the two are at war, even 
if the Kremlin continues to deny this. On the other, some aspects 
of their bilateral interactions are completely untypical for two 
countries that are engaged in a military conflict. For instance, Ukraine 
continues to capture members of Russia’s Armed Forces who, if 
Russia’s official position were true, would not be on the territory of a 
neighboring country. Ukraine’s government agencies regularly report 
about the continuing supply of weapons to the occupied territories 
of Donbas and the continuing militarization of annexed Crimea. And 
Russia continues to stand against the permanent presence of OSCE 
monitors on the line of contact, although it committed to this back in 
September 2014.

Whatever peacekeeping initiatives Russia puts forth, the situation 
at the front in Ukraine remains extremely tense. The monitors say 
that at least two main factors are causing the conflict to continue 
actively. First is that the decision to disperse the two sides is not 

being implemented. Second is that heavy weapons have not been 
moved to the agreed distance. By October, around 400 civilians had 
been killed, which is about 70% more than at the same point in 2016. 
The OSCE monitors say that this is because the Russian militants 
are shooting from residential quarters, in violation of international 
law. Ukraine’s Armed Forces have little choice but to shoot back in 
response, which results in casualties. And yet, the monitors admit 
that the conflict is completely politicized and is geopolitical in nature, 
and should therefore be much simpler to resolve than a conflict based 
on ethnic or religious enmity.

The monitors also say that the fact that fire is regularly stopped for 
several hours on the Russian side proves that the military units on 
the occupied territory are under clearly centralized command. “That’s 
why this issue really comes down to the pure will of the sides to 
resolve it,” is the conclusion of authorized foreign officials who are 
often at the front and they influence the way the conflict is perceived 
in western governments.

Strangely enough, the war has not stopped trade between the two 
countries; on the contrary, it has grown again this year. Between 
January and August, it was worth US $7.7 billion, which amounts to 
25.7% growth. Ukraine’s exports to Russia were worth US $3.047bn, 
an increase of 26.8%.

Ukraine is still waffling about establishing a visa regime with Russia. 
The government seems to think that this step is unnecessary and one 
of the main reasons it gives that it would be a blow to Ukrainians 
who, among others, work in Russia. That’s another contradiction in 
bilateral relations. The latest statistics suggest that 2.3mn Ukrainians 
are currently in Russia, with 1mn of them displaced persons, 
according figures from the Russian Foreign Ministry.

Statistics on how many people are working in Russia vary greatly: 
some sources say that there are 170,000-400,000 Ukrainian migrant 
workers in Russia. From time to time, heated debates arise over 
Ukrainian show business people who perform in Russia. And despite 
a ban on the companies running them since this past spring, Russia’s 
Facebook knock-off, vKontakte, and its companion Odnoklassniki 
continue to see substantial Ukrainian traffic – 36% and 24% as of 
July.

Ukraine’s security agencies continue to make the point that Russia 
is focused less on an open military conflict than on undermining and 
sabotaging activities to destabilize the overall situation in Ukraine. 
At the end of October, Russia’s hand was seen in the assassination 
of Amina Okuyeva, the wife of Chechen Adam Osmayev, who is 
accused of attempting to assassinate the Russian president. Indeed, 
Russia’s hand has been seen in every high-profile murder in Ukraine 
in the last three years, although this is not always taken at face value 
even in Ukraine. It could be because those in power have abused 
the Russian factor too often, calling anyone who didn’t agree with 
the current Government’s policies “Russian spies” or “useful idiots.” 
This, unfortunately, offers a convenient space for sabotage by foreign 
special forces: Russia simply covers itself with the argument that it’s 
constantly being blamed groundlessly, and so the latest accusations 
are meaningless, even if they are justified.
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Events in Ukraine-Russia relations (July-October 2017). Point-based evaluation
Date Event Score

July 18 The leadership of occupied Donbas announces the establishment of a new state called Malorossiya. 
Ukraine accuses Russia of violating Minsk.

-1

July 24 Normandy format leaders speak over the telephone. President Poroshenko notes the importance of bringing 
a UN peacekeeping mission to the Donbas.

+1

July 26 SBU blocks journalist Maria Kniazeva who, using the pseudonym Saushkina, worked for Rossiya-1 and 
Rossiya-24 television.

-1

August 18 Putin visits Crimea. Ukraine’s MFA issues a note of protest. -2

August 21 US Special Representative Kurt Volker meets with Putin aide Vladislav Surkov in Minsk for the first time to 
discuss a resolution to the conflict between Ukraine and Russia.

+1

August 22 Normandy format quartet talks over the phone about the situation in Donbas. +1

September 1 “Back to School” ceasefire is violated and shooting continues. -7

September 5 Russia announces the submission of a draft resolution on a peacekeeping mission in the Donbas to the UN. +1

September 6 Ukraine criticizes Putin’s peacekeeping initiative for the Donbas, saying Russia’s proposed terms are 
unacceptable.

-1

September 22 A Russian court in occupied Crimea hands down journalist Mykola Semena a 2.5-year suspended sentence 
and a ban on public activity.

-1

September 25 NSC Secretary Turchinov announces that during Zapad-2017, the joint Russian-Belarusian military exercis-
es, Putin demonstrated that he was prepared to attack.

-1

October 6 The Verkhovna Rata passes a bill extending the term of the law on the special status of local government in 
certain counties of Donetsk and Luhansk Oblasts” known as ORDiLO.

+1

October 7 A second meeting takes place in Belgrade between Volker and Surkov, with the main topic a possible UN 
peacekeeping mission in Donbas.

+1

October 24 Kseniya Sobchak announces her candidacy for RF president and states that Crimea belongs to Ukraine. The 
Kremlin criticizes the statement.

-1

October 25 Russia hands over two Crimean Tatar political prisoners, Ilmi Umerov and Akhtem Chiygoz, to Turkey. +1
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TRUMAN Agency

TRUMAN Agency team brings together expertise from various fields: strategic planning, PA&GR, 
lobbying and international communications.

The Agency takes into account the current vector of Ukraine’s development to conduct effective 
campaigns aimed at solving problems of Ukrainian business and opening new perspectives for the 
foreign companies in Ukraine. 

Contacts: 1/8 Igorivska Str., Kyiv, 04070 
  Tel.: +380 98 175 97 46 
  www.truman.ua 
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