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Abstract

This article has been prepared with the view of the intervention of the Russian Federation in the internal affairs of
Ukraine and the necessity of evaluating the consequences of the sanctions imposed by the USA and the EU after the occupation and
annexation of Crimea. The US and EU administrations have imposed sanctions on the violation of Russian Federation’s international
law and tested the hypothesis that the Russian Federation will comply with international law.

The dates of the sanctions of the US and EU governments were determined and the effects of these sanctions on the
Russian Federation were evaluated. Political and economic effects of sanctions in Russia have been determined. It was observed that
sanctions and counter-sanctions had a negative impact on the daily life of the Russian Federation society and punished Russian society
indirectly. It is expected that Russia will comply with international law through sanctions. It was understood that the sanctions could
not ensure the Russian administration’s adherence to international law. As a result, sanctions in non-democratic societies do not meet
the expectations. The paper is valuable because there are limited number of researches in which the issue is addressed in the interaction
of economic and political relations

The interaction between political and economic data was concentrated on. In the first heading research aim, plan and
execution process explained. In the second heading collected that opinions on the occupation and annexation of Crimea. There is a
consensus on illegality of occupation and annexation according to international law. On December 5, 1994, in the Budapest
Memorandum, Russia, the United States and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland reaffirmed their commitment
to Ukraine to respect the independence and sovereignty and the existing borders of Ukraine. The third heading is “Ukraine’s Response
to the Occupation and Annexation”. Despite the invasion and annexation of the Crimea by the Russian Federation, Ukrainian
administration has not declared open war to Russian Federation. Ukraine has defined the occupation and annexation of Crimea as a
problem contrary to international law and has sought international support, especially from the US. The Reaction of the USA and the
EU explained in the 4th heading. The US and the EU responded to the occupation and annexation by applying economic sanctions.
Ukraine was expected to achieve territorial integrity through sanctions. It is not certain that political goals will be achieved through
economic sanctions. The last heading is “Researches on the Types and Effects and Results of the Sanctions”. With the impact of
economic sanctions, there is no unity in the contribution of the USA and the EU to the realization of expectations. Some comments
suggest that economic sanctions do not meet expectations, and the sanctions are not sufficient enough to ensure the Russian
Federation’s retreat from Crimea. In some interpretations, diplomatic and economic sanctions are the most appropriate options since
military response is not possible.

During the occupation and annexation of the Crimea, Ukraine has sought international support. The reason for Ukraine’s
call for international support is obvious. If Ukraine were already more powerful than the Russian Federation, it could prevent the
invasion and annexation of Crimea itself. When Ukraine is matching up with the Russian Federation, it is seeking to international
support because it knows that the balance of power is in favor of the Russian Federation.

Key Words: Sanctions, Crimea, Russian Federation, United States, European Union, Ukraine

Oz

ABD ve AB tarafindan Kirim’1 isgal ve ilhaki sonrasi Rusya Federasyonu’na uygulanan miieyyidelerin sonuglarinin
degerlendirilmesi gerekliligi diisiincesiyle bu makale hazirlanmistir. ABD ve AB yonetimi RF’nin uluslararasi hukuku ihlaline
istinaden miieyyideler uygulamakta, miieyyidelerle RF’Yi uluslararasi hukuka riayet ettireceklerini zannetmektedirler hipotezi test
edilmistir.

ABD ve AB yonetimlerinin miieyyide kararlarimn tarihleri tespit edildikten sonra bu miieyyidelerin RF’deki etkisi
makalede tespit edilmistir. Miieyyidelerin RF’de siyasi ve iktisadi etkisi belirlenmistir. Miieyyidelerin ve karsi miieyyidelerin RF
toplumunun giinliik yasamini olumsuz etkiledigi, Rusya toplumunu dolayli olarak cezalandirdigi gozlenmistir. Miieyyideler vasitasiyla
Rusya’min uluslararast hukuka riayeti bekleniyor. Miieyyidelerin Rusya yonetiminin uluslararast hukuka riayetini temin edemedigi
anlasilmistir. Sonug olarak, demokratik olmayan toplumlarda miieyyideler beklentileri karsilamaz. Makale iktisadi-siyasi iligkiler
etkilesimi gergevesinde meseleyi ele alan baska eser olmadigindan degerlidir.

Iktisadi iliskiler ile siyasi iliskiler arasindaki etkilesime odaklamimigtr. Ilk bashkta arastrma amaci, plam ve
yiiriitiilmesi agiklanmustir. Ikinci baslik altinda Kurim i isgal ve ilhakina dair goriisler sergilenmistir. Isgal ve ilhakin uluslararas
hukuka aykiriligi hususunda mutabakat vardir. Rusya, ABD, Birlesik Krallik Ukrayna 'min simirlart dahilinde varligini, egemenligini,
bagimsizhigint garanti etmiglerdir. 3 'ncii bashk altinda “Ukrayna'mn Isgal ve Ilhaka Tepkisi” irdelenmistir. Ukrayna yénetimi
Kirim'n isgal ve ilhakina ragmen Rusya Federasyonu’na savas agmamuigtir. Ukrayna Kirim i isgal ve ilhakint uluslararasi hukuka
aykirt bir sorun olarak niteleyip uluslararas: destek ozellikle de ABD 'den destek arayisina girismistir. ABD ve AB’nin tepkisi 4 ncii
bashk altinda agiklanmistir. ABD ve AB isgal ve ilhaka iktisadi miieyyideler uygulayarak cevap vermistir. Ukrayna uygulanan
miieyyidelerle toprak biitiinliigiine erismeyi ummustur. Ancak iktisadi miieyyideler yoluyla siyasi hedeflere ulasilacagi belirgin
degildir. Son bashk “Miieyyidelerin Tiplerini, Tesirini Olcen Arastirmalar ve Miieyyidelerin Sonuglart” seklindedir. Iktisadi
miieyyidelerin tesiriyle ABD ve AB’nin beklentilerinin gerc¢eklesmesine katkisi hususunda birliktelik yoktur. Bazi yorumlar iktisadi
miieyyidelerin beklentileri karsilamadigi, RF 'nin Kirim'1 terki igin yeterli olmadigi yoniindedir. Bazi yorumlarda ise askeri mukabele
miimkiin olmadigindan diplomatik ve iktisadi miieyyideler en uygun secenek olarak goriilmektedir.

Kirim i isgal ve ilhaki siirecinde Ukrayna uluslararas: destek arayisina yonelmistir. Ukrayna 'min uluslararas: destek
arayisinin nedeni agiktir. Ukrayna zaten RF’den kuvvetli olsaydi Kirim i isgal ve ilhakini bizatihi onleyebilirdi. RF ile bas basa
kaldiginda gii¢ dengesinin RF 'den yana oldugunu bildigi i¢in uluslararasi destek arayisina yonelmistir. Ukrayna’ya ABD ve AB’nin
destegi Kirim’in kaybedilmesini énleyememistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Miieyyideler, Kirim, Rusya Federasyonu, Birlesik Devletler, Avrupa Birligi, Ukrayna
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INTRODUCTION

This article has been prepared with the view of the intervention of the Russian Federation in the
internal affairs of Ukraine and the necessity of evaluating the consequences of the sanctions imposed by
the USA and the EU after the occupation and annexation of Crimea. In the article, the effects of the
sanctions imposed by the USA and the EU on the Russian Federation’s policies violate the international
law and the expected results and effects of the sanctions in the Russian Federation until 2018 were
discussed.

International relations are categorized as follows: Political relations, economic relations and
cultural relations. International law is the order of rules governing international relations (Pazarci, 2003:
1-3). All legal regulations in the world can be divided into three categories: Domestic law, International
law, European Union law. Each legal order has two basic characteristics; i) is a set of mandatory rules; ii)
compliance with the rules is ensured by sanctions. Compliance with the rules of international law is
expected from the personalities of international law. A personality of international law (for example,
Russian Federation) accepts that the actor will endure the sanctions if international actor accepts a rule of
international law; after the approval of the rule, afore mentioned actor will bear the sanctions.

Russian Federation violated the rules of international law with the occupation and annexation of
Crimea. The United States, the EU and some other countries endeavour to ensure Russian Federation’s
compliance with the rules of international law by imposing sanctions on the Russian Federation. In this
case, why don’t the rest of the countries impose sanctions on Russian Federation and ensure Russian
Federation’s compliance with the international law? The duty to protect international law is neither the
exclusive right nor the exclusive duty of the USA, the EU or other sanctioning countries. Therefore, the
question of whether states that do not impose sanctions on RF violate international law may be the subject
of a separate article."

There is no need to use force if the actors are in the domestic legal order, actors in the
international law order or European Union law actors obey the rules voluntarily. In case of opposition to
the rules of a law order, the sanctions established in that legal order shall be applied by legitimate force to
obey the rules of law. A state shall ensure, in domestic law, by force when it is necessary to obey the legal
rules of private or legal personalities within the country. Court of Justice of the European Communities
(CJEUV), the EU bodies, the member states, and the EU law are actors who observe the compliance with
the laws of the European Union. Observation of compliance with international law and the provision of
obedience in case of a violation are different from the domestic legal order and the European Union legal
order. Compliance with the rules in the international legal order depends on the sanctions of other
international legal personalities. In international law; the process of determining the violation of the rules,
the discrepancy, and the breach of the violations, the compensation of the consequences of the violation
and the compensation of the damages, if necessary, the punishment of the perpetrators may arise.

In the case of a violation of international law, state/states which are likely to be harmed by
national/state executives or international organizations may react economically, and implement economic,
political and cultural sanctions. Sanctions imposed on the state that violates international law can be
categorized under three headings. Under the first heading, the reduction or complete cessation of the
benefits (economic, political, and cultural) provided before the violation of international law can be
mentioned. Under the second heading, the implementation of sanctions to create barriers or harm to the
state (economic, political, and cultural) that violates international law may be categorized. Under the third
heading, measures that may be considered as a kind of sanction, such as the reduction of the prices of
exported goods by a state that acts in violation of international law, may be considered as a form of
sanction. For example, efforts to reduce international oil and gas prices and to decrease oil and gas export
revenues of Russian Federation.

In the article, the dates of the sanctions of the US and EU governments were determined and the
effects of these sanctions on the Russian Federation were evaluated after the Russian Federation’s
intervention in Ukraine in violation of international law. The US and EU administrations have imposed
sanctions on the violation of Russian Federation’s international law and tested the hypothesis that the
Russian Federation will comply with international law. The paper is valuable because there are limited
number of researches in which the issue is addressed in the interaction between economic and political
relations.
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1. Research Aim, Plan, Execution Process

1.1. Purpose of the study

A semi-democratic country, Russian Federation, is to test the hypothesis that economic sanctions
will not be sufficient to achieve the expected political consequences.

1.2. Data collecting

First, the types sanctions and the dates of the sanctions which the USA and the EU started to
implement against Russia were determined. After that, the course of economic relations with the USA
and EU countries before and after the sanctions were discussed. Again, the effects of the sanctions on the
Russian Federation were evaluated based on data on the macroeconomic indicators of the Russian
Federation (inflation, exchange rate, unemployment, GDP, etc.).

1.3. Validity and reliability

Validity and reliability were provided at a reasonable level. The research was carried out by
being aware of descriptive, interpretive, theoretical, generalizability and evaluative validity.

2. Opinions on the Occupation and Annexation of Crimea

According to their expertise, scientists have considered Russia’s Crimea (Crimean Autonomous
Republic according to the Constitution of Ukraine) annexation and its consequences from their own
viewpoint. International law, international economics, international politics, defence, international
political economy experts have determined the causes and consequences of the occupation of Crimea and
tried to predict the future of Crimea and the impact of the Crimea on their own area of specialization. The
findings of the scientists differ according to their nationalities. One of the reasons for these differences is
that scientists are overshadowed by their political concerns. This is not just about Crimea. It is seen in
almost all political issues. The interpretation of the data is neither 100% subjective nor 100% objective.
Carr explains: “In the first place the facts of history never come to us ‘pure’, since they do not and cannot
exist in a pure form: they are always refracted through the mind of the recorder. It follows that when we
take up a work of history, our first concern should be not with the facts which it contains but with the
historian who wrote it. ...” (Carr, 2013: 74).

We can collect a large number of publications about the occupation and annexation of Crimea
under a few headings: Publications that evaluate the occupation and annexation according to international
law; publications that evaluate the causes and consequences of the occupation according to the Realist
Theory and approach the matter as a result of the nuclear disarmament of Ukraine; the views on the
occupation and annexation of the Crimea in response to the rise of the EU-NATO members with the EU
and NATO countries in cooperation with the US-EU-NATO; Publications evaluating the structure,
effects, and consequences of sanctions imposed on Russian Federation.

2.1. The views on the legitimacy or illegality of occupation and annexation according to
International Law

Tasdemir and Ozer evaluated the occupation of Crimea by Russia and the annexation of Russia
according to international law. Right of self-determination, prohibition of the use of force, prohibition of
interference with internal affairs etc. have been examined in terms of international law norms. According
to Tasdemir and Ozer, the Russian Federation publicly violated the jus cogens rules. RF violated the
prohibition of the use of force in the UN Charter because of using force for the occupation and the
annexation. According to Tasdemir and Ozer, it is not possible for the UN Security Council to operate a
common security system against Russia. The UN General Assembly adopted a resolution condemning
Russia. USA, EU, etc. countries started the implementation of economic sanctions and NATO stopped
the Partnership for Peace. According to Tasdemir and Ozer, the desired political result was not reached in
the short term with the economic sanctions (Tasdemir and Ozer, 2015: 54, 57).

The executives of Russian Federation and the Crimean executives have sought to legitimize the
annexation of the Crimea according to the international law and the Russian domestic law. In terms of
Russian Federation domestic law, the invasion of Crimea by the Russian Federation armed forces is based
upon the authorization of the Federation Council to the President of the Russian Federation. On March 1,
2014, the Federation Council allowed the use of Russian Federation armed forces in the territory of
Ukraine until the political situation in Ukraine was normalized (1o HOpManm3amum oOOLIECTBEHHO-
nomtuyeckoi cutyauun). On the night of February 22 and 23, V.F. Yanukovych went to Russia secretly
and on the same night Putin ordered the army to move into the Crimean Peninsula to set stability and
order (Volovik, 2014: 21). In fact, they were Russian-origin Russian Federation members in Crimea who
had violated the political situation of the Crimean community and occupied the Crimean parliament. The
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presence of the Russian Federation military base in Sevastopol (Akyar?) strengthened the attitudes and
practices of both Russian and RF members in Crimea towards the occupation and annexation of Crimea.

Immediately after the introduction of pro-EU government in Ukraine, armed groups took over
the Crimean parliament and put the Russian Federation flag up in the parliament. The Ukrainian
authorities have warned the Russian Federation executives to keep their soldiers at the Russian military
base in the region. The content of the text of the Council of the Federation Council of March 1, 2014,
authorized the President of Russia, is not for the annexation of Crimea. It is indicated that the condition
returns to normal. The term “normal” in the text is not meant to be the annexation of Crimea. The
situation is as mentioned in the domestic law of the Russian Federation; Russian Federation’s
administration has sought to show occupation and annexation in accordance with international law.
According to the Crimean administration, occupation and annexation are in accordance with international
law because the right to self-determination recognized by international law was used by the Crimean
people on March 16, 2014.

Researches on the social structure of people living in Crimea have shown that Russian culture is
mostly experienced in Crimea. If we answer the question of what would be the result in case of a non-
governmental vote under Russian Federation military supervision, according to Yuliya Biletska’s study in
2009, it seems likely that Crimea would be a part of Russian Federation. In 2009, according to Yuliya
Biletska’s research, belonging to the Russian culture was leading in Crimea with 58.16% (Biletska, 2009:
90). For this reason, Russian Deputy Prime Minister Dmitri Rogozin considered the annexation of the
Crimea and Sevastopol to Russia as a revival of Russian identity. Rogozin, who stated that 17,5% of the
people of Russia live abroad, also stated that the Russian ethnic community living in Crimea is united
with Russia by showing great courage.

To which culture do you belong?

Total in Crimea

m Other
@ European

UKkrainians

0O Soviet

. & UKrainian
Russians )
m Russian

& Crimean Tatar

Crimean Tatars

85)/71%

Chart 1: Distribution of Crimea residents by the culture they choose to belong
Source: (Biletska, 2009: 90).

On March 17, 2014, Russian Federation recognized the independence of the Crimean Republic.
The Crimean Republic and the Russian Federation authorities signed an agreement on the accession of
Crimea to the Russian Federation in the Kremlin on 18 March. On March 21, 2014, the Federation
Council of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation considered federal law adopted by the State
Duma of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation on March 20, 2014, the Treaty on the
participation of Crimea in the Russian Federation, which was signed on 18 March 2014 by the authorities
of the Republic of Crimea and the Russian Federation. Immediately after the occupation, the referendum
and the annexation of the Republic of Crimea and the Russian Federation, amendment of the Constitution
of the Russia Federation on 21 March and the addition of the Republic of Crimea to Article 65 in the
course of a short period of time is a clue that the process was settled beforehand.
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According to the Russian executives the annexation is in accordance with international law.
According to Putin, Europe and the United States, which found the independence of Kosovo in
accordance with international law, should also agree with the participation of Crimea in the Russian
Federation. According to Putin, the annexation is in conformity with the Budapest Declaration and Russia
has fulfilled its guaranty obligation. Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev stated that after referendum, the
Russian Federation Constitution was changed for the participation of Crimea in Russia (Aras, 2017: 38).
On May 20, 2014, Medvedev replied to Ryan Chilcote: “Will Russia annex any more parts of Ukraine?”
“First, we did not annex any part of Ukraine.... The Russian Constitution was amended so that Crimea
could join Russia as the result of a popular vote. Crimea is a special and unique story.” Ryan Chilcote:
“I’m asking a really simple question. Can you guarantee that the Lugansk Region, the Donetsk Region,
won’t become part of Russia, and will remain part of the territorial integrity of Ukraine?” In response to
the question, Russian Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev said, “First, we don’t have to guarantee anything
to anyone, because we never took on any commitments concerning this. ... We believe the priority is to
ease tensions in Ukraine.” (http://government.ru/en/news/12509/) As a result, Medvedev did not see both
the Crimea and other parts of Ukraine as a matter of international law in the occupation and annexation of
Russian Federation.

The Russian Federation academic publications, like the administrators of the Russian Federation,
have also tried to legitimize the occupation and annexation. According to A.B. Volovik (A.B. Bonosuk),
the Russian Federation, in the Budapest memorandum, has given Ukraine the guarantee of territorial
integrity as an autonomous entity, which is the right of self-determination of Crimea within Ukraine
(Volovik, 2014: 24). According to Volovik, the Russian Federation asserted that the right to self-
determination has been given to Crimea when guaranteeing Ukraine. However, VVolovik did not state that
there is no such explanation in the guarantee text given by the Russian Federation, contrary to what
Volovik wants to see, it has the expression “1. The Russian Federation, the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America reaffirm their commitment to Ukraine, in
accordance with the principles of the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
to respect the independence, sovereignty and the existing borders of Ukraine ...”..V.P. Petrov strove to
legitimize the occupation and annexation and approached it as “the historical right of Russia”. The
occupation and annexation of Russia have been linked to defence and protection needs (Petrov, 2018: 21-
30). Y.A. Saprykina and Y.A. Konopleva also justified Russia’s claims. They shared their results without
mentioning the procedure and principle of the referendum. On March 18, 2014, one day before the
annexation of Russia and Crimea and Sevastopol on March 17, 2014, the US has put pressure on the
European Union to introduce a number of sanctions. It is claimed that the sanctions imposed by the
United States and Europe had two main objectives. The first is the isolation of the Russian economy from
the world economy, and the second one is the attempt to preserve the unipolar system that the US is
heading (Saprikina and Konopleva, 2015: 126).

2.2. The views linking the occupation and annexation of the Crimea to the nuclear
disarmament of Ukraine

The Crimea became a political issue between Ukraine and the Russian Federation immediately
after the dissolution of the USSR. Ukraine was one of the three states that collapsed the USSR and
established the Commonwealth of Independent States by the Treaty of Belovejsk on December 08, 1991.
According to the Belovejsk Treaty, CIS members would approach each other on the basis of friendship,
good neighbourly and mutually beneficial cooperation. However, on January 23, 1992, two months after
the treaty of Belovejsk, Russian Parliament and Ministry of Foreign Affairs condemned the transfer of
Crimea to Ukraine in 1954. On May 21, 1992, the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation rejected the
decision of the Crimea of 1954 to be annexed to Ukraine (Drohobychky, 1995: XXIX).

In exchange for the liquidation of nuclear weapons, Ukraine has sought guarantee of possible
Russian Federation demands for Crimea. When Ukraine remained idependent in 1991, it became home to
world’s third largest nuclear arsenal. In addition to nuclear weapons, Ukraine inherited not only a vast
nuclear industrial and research infrastructure but also the means of dispatch and transport tools (Budjeryn,
2016: 54-56). In those years, the US regarded nuclear weapons inherited from the USSR as dangerous.
After Ukraine declared its independence, the Bush administration has taken a stand for Ukraine’s
disarmament of nuclear weapons. On December 18, 1991, the US reiterated its position that no new
nuclear states should emerge out of the Soviet collapse and that diplomatic recognition of Ukraine by the
US and its NATO allies was contingent on its commitment to join NPT as NNWS (Budjeryn, 2016: 119).
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On December 21, 1991, President Kravcuk signed the Almaty agreement on Joint Measure on Nuclear
Weapons, which committed Ukraine to maintaining the unified control and single command of all former
Soviet nuclear armaments, to joining the NPT (Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty/Treaty on the
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons) as a NNWS (Non-Nuclear Weapon State), and to transferring all
tactical weapons from its territory to central factory premises for their dismantlement “under joint
supervision” before July, 1992. The agreement satisfied US demands and the Bush administration
recognized the independence of Ukraine on 25 December 1991 (Budjeryn, 2016: 119-120).

After the Bush administration, the Clinton administration also strove for Ukraine not to be a
nuclear-armed country. On November 16, 1994, with the pressure, encouragement and guidance of the
Clinton administration, Ukraine ratified the NPT. Russia, the United States and the United Kingdom
together with Ukraine, in connection with ratification, signed the Budapest Memorandum that guaranteed
Ukraine on 5 December 1994 (Budjeryn, 2016: 178-183). It is understood that the Ukrainian executives
of the period did not take into account the advice that says, “If you want peace and independence, be
ready for war”.

Although Ukraine was threatened by the Russian Federation since its independence, the two
countries were members of the Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Europe and the Council of
Europe, seeking a peaceful solution to the issues. Ukraine and Russia agreed on May 28, 1997, after long
negotiations, they shared the 800-unit Black Sea fleet. A part of the Sevastopol sea base was rented to the
Russian navy for 20 years (USD 100 million per year). Thus, as in fact, Sevastopol (Akyar) has become a
common base of Ukrainian and Russian navies. A few days later on May 31, 1997, in Kiev, Russian
President Boris Yeltsin and President of Ukraine Leonid Kuchma signed the Treaty on Friendship,
Cooperation and Partnership. Consequently, the two states stipulated the existing borders as the official
countries’ borders. The two recent signatures suggest that both treaty texts were negotiated and prepared
together. The Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation and Partnership signed between Ukraine and Russia on
31 May 1997, continued until 17 September 2018, despite serious violations. Ukraine and Russia
remained ally until September 17, 2018, even if they were not allies (Chandler, 2018: 203-204).

On December 5, 1994, in the Budapest Memorandum, Russia, the United States and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland reaffirmed their commitment to Ukraine to respect the
independence and sovereignty and the existing borders of Ukraine. “Russia’s actions were a flagrant
violation of the security assurances given to Ukraine under the Budapest Memorandum and opened the
way to worldwide nuclear proliferation” in 2014, the Russian Federation fearlessly annexed the territory
of Ukraine, which was deprived of nuclear weapons by the US’s, pressure and directions. According to
Sener Atatiirk, “... The annexation of Crimea is a very serious blow to the efforts of nuclear disarmament,
because, in 1994, Ukraine delivered hundreds of nuclear weapons to Russia in return for the guarantee of
territorial integrity by the US, Russia and the United Kingdom. Nevertheless, the territorial integrity was
not respected, and the Crimea was severed from Ukraine. ...” (Baslamus, 2014).

2.3. The views on the occupation and annexation of the Crimea in response to the
increasing numbers of the EU-NATO members of the Russian Federation and the countries joining
the EU and NATO in cooperation with the US-EU-NATO

The state officials of the Russian Federation considered the occupation and annexation of the
Crimea as a challenge to the unipolar system. In response to the EU and NATO’s progress in Eastern
Europe and the Black Sea, Russia occupied Crimea after the past USSR regime, according to the view
that the EU and NATO were moving towards the south and east. Russian Deputy Prime Minister Dmitri
Rogozin has announced that the unipolar world has come to an end after the annexation of Crimea and
Sevastopol to Russia. Executives of the Russian Federation as well as the people of Russia considered the
country as a great power with the annexation of the Crimea and considered it an important player in
international politics. According to 63% of the Russian people, Moscow regained its “superpower”
position again (http://haberrus.com/politics/2014/03/19/rusya-tek-kutuplu-dunya-artik-sona-erdi.html).

In January 2004, after Mikheil Saakashvili was put to power, the United States influence in
Georgia increased considerably. “In addition to the US, the relations developed by international
organizations such as NATO and the European Union (EU) with Georgia were disturbing Russia.”
(Karabulut, 2011: 192). Alla A. Yazkova in March 2008, had the idea that the US and NATO had the
opportunity to enter the Black Sea and faced Russia to change the balance of power in the Black Sea
(Yazkova, 2008: 92). Before the Georgia-Russia war, which began on August 8, 2008, Putin asked the
NATO security conference in Vienna on 10 February 2007 “... against whom this expansion is intended”.
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“I would like to quote the speech of NATO General Secretay Mr. Woerner in Brussels on May 17, 1990.
He said at the time that: ‘the fact that we are ready not to place a NATO army outside of German
territory’ gives the Soviet Union a firm security guarantee. Where are these guarantees?” Putin reminded
that NATO had failed to fulfil its commitments. After Putin’s address in Vienna 10 February 2007, in
August 2008, Russia attacked Georgia and intimidated Ukraine against joining NATO (Karabulut, 2011:
198). The Russian Federation administration was not satisfied with the promotion of relationships
between the EU, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, which signed the Joint
Declaration of the Eastern Partnership Meeting held in Vilnius on 28-29 November 2013.

3. Ukraine’s Response to the Occupation and Annexation

Despite the invasion and annexation of the Crimea by the Russian Federation, Ukrainian
administration has not declared open war to Russian Federation. Ukraine has defined the occupation and
annexation of Crimea as a problem contrary to international law and has sought international support,
especially from the US. Ukrainian Prime Minister Yatsenyuk evaluated the Russian Federation’s
occupation of Crimea as a step in the reconstruction of the USSR after the meeting with President Obama
on 12 March 2014. Yatsenyuk reminded that the Putin stated Soviet Union’s dissolution as the greatest
geopolitical disaster of the 20" century and Yatsenyuk added, “...the biggest disaster of this century
would be the restoring of the Soviet Union.” (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ewdWO0sbyA2g 19:58-
19:04). Yatsenyuk said Putin has other plans, “... The first scenario for President Putin is to take over
Crimea in one or another form. But he can move further. And they definitely have another case scenario -
how to grab and to take over entire Ukraine, including the Ukrainian capital....”. According to
Yatsenyuk, the referendum in the Crimea has no legitimacy and referred as an unconstitutional
expression. He underlined that Crimea is part of Ukraine. Prime Minister said “So I would like to reiterate
again we need to do everything we can. | mean, if we - we, everyone - everyone in the world who wants
to preserve peace and stability, in order to avoid the bloodshed, because if it starts, there will be no end.”
he added. Yatsenyuk described the crisis as “And this is not the crisis just between Ukraine and Russia.
It’s worse. This is the global crisis. And in case if Russia moves further, this would definitely undermine
the entire global security.” (https://www.aa.com.tr/tr/dunya/rusyayi-uyardi/175243
http://gha.com.ua/tr/siyaset/yatsenyuk-putin-in-ilk-plani-kirim-ancak-daha-ileri-gidebilir/131260/).

The allegations of Yatsenyuk on 12 March 2014 did not give an explicit answer when asked to
Russian Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev. When asked to Dmitry Medvedev, “Will Russia annex any
more parts of Ukraine?” In response to the question, Medvedev stated that “First, we did not annex any
part of Ukraine. ... The population of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea held a referendum and voted
for self-determination and for joining Russia in accordance with the existing procedure.” Medvedev said.
Another question is; “Can you guarantee that any other parts of Ukraine - in the east or in the south,
where some separatists have asked for their territories to become part of Russia - that none of these
territories, no more territories, will actually be joined to Russia?” After a long, complex, ambiguous
answer of Dimitri Medvedev in exchange to Ryan Chilcote. Ryan Chilcote said, “I’m asking a really
simple question. Can you guarantee that the Lugansk Region, the Donetsk Region, won’t become part of
Russia, and will remain part of the territorial integrity of Ukraine?” In response to that question,
Medvedev said, “... First, we don’t have to guarantee anything to anyone, because we never took on any
commitments concerning this. ...” (http://government.ru/en/news/12509/) In response to this answer on
20 May 2014, Prime Minister of Ukraine Yatsenyuk confirmed his concerns and fears in his statement of
12 March 2014.

After the annexation, different views have emerged about the liberation of Crimea in Ukraine.
During the first months after the annexation, President of the Ukrainian Parliament Oleksandr Turchynov
called the world for military and technical assistance to Ukraine in July 2014. Turchynov said, “Of
course, we are very grateful for the support and economic sanctions, but it is time to stop the attack. ... It
is time for the world community to unite with Ukraine by providing contemporary weapons and military
equipment, and to help Ukraine to neutralize terrorists  wherever they are.”
(http://gha.com.ua/tr/siyaset/aleksandr-turcinov-askeri-yardim-cagrisi-yapti/133181/). At the end of 2017
and in the first months of 2018, the views on the liberation of Crimea in Ukraine excluded the military
option. On 10 December 2017, Grigoriy Perepelitsa, professor of the International Department of the
University of Kiev Taras Shevchenko University, stated that it would be possible for the Crimea to return
to Ukraine only after the Russian Federation had dissolved. “We have three ways: military, political,
diplomatic and economic,” said Perepelitsa at the conference called Crimea, Occupation, Lawlessness or
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the Beginning of the End of the Empire. It is impossible to take Crimea back by military means because
there are many Russian troops deployed there. As for the second option, all actions of Ukraine in this
direction were also ineffective. Perepelitsa reminded that Russian Federation seized the economic marine
area of Ukraine. Perepelitsa saw the possibility of the recapture and recovery operation of Crimea when
the Russian Federation faced major problems or dispersed (http://gha.com.ua/tr/toplum/quot-ancak-rusya-
federasyonu-dagildiktan-sonra-kirim-geri-alinabilir-quot/162959/). The national leader of the Crimean
Tatar people, the representative of the Ukrainian President of the Crimean Tatars and the Ukrainian
Deputy Mustafa Dzhemilev (Abdiilcemil Kirimoglu) also shared similar views with Grigoriy Perepelitsa.
According to Kirimoglu, as of May, 2018 there were two ways of liberation of Crimea. The first option
was the removal of Vladimir Putin from the government and the second was the dissolution of Russia.
Kirimoglu hoped that the sanctions would provide two options. Kirimoglu was against the military
option. Kirimoglu summarized the results of the military method as follows: In this case, firstly they
would begin to destroy the Crimean Tatar people, as in Chechnya. Kirimoglu stated that the Russian
Federation even stockpiled nuclear equipment in Crimea (http://gha.com.ua/tr/siyaset/kirimoglu-ndan-
kirim-i-isgalden-kurtarmak-icin-iki-yol/170463/). Refat Chubarov believes that sanctions were not
enough to save Crimea. The President of the Crimean Tatar National Assembly and the World Crimean
Tatar Congress, Ukrainian Deputy Refat Chubarov suggested that the sanctions imposed on Russia were
not sufficient to save the Crimea and the international pressure on the Russian Federation should be
increased on 26 February 2018 (http://gha.com.ua/tr/toplum/quot-kirim-i-geri-almak-icin-yaptirimlar-
yetersiz-quot/166810/).

4. The Reaction of the USA and the EU With Economic Sanctions

The US and the EU responded to the occupation and annexation by applying economic
sanctions. Ukraine was expected to achieve territorial integrity through sanctions. It is not certain that
political goals will be achieved through economic sanctions.

4.1. The role of economic sanctions

According to Giumelli, sanctions in international relations have been used for 1,500 years, we
still ask the question that “do sanctions work?”. Sanctions have been being used even much more than
before in the past 25 years as foreign policy instruments. And recently, selective sanctions have been
applied more. A selected company, a region, a party, a person, a family, a line of business, a technology,
a property or a service is subject to sanctions (Giumelli, 2014: 3). Giumelli collects selected sanctions,
targeted restrictive measures, under 4 headings. Arms embargo, travel bans, economic measures and
financial measures (Giumelli, 2013: 22). According to Francesco Giumelli, through selected sanctions,
coercing, constraining, and signalling effects are expected in the targeted international unit (Giumelli,
2013: 18). Dreyer and Popescu pointed out the sanctions’ three goals: signal to foreign target countries or
domestic audiences dissatisfaction with certain policies, constrain the target countries or their leaders
from undertaking future actions, or coerce a government into changing or reversing existing policies
(2014: 1).

Iskit described foreign policy as the management of all kinds of relations, especially political
relations, economic relations and cultural relations. Iskit stated that foreign economic relations have a
very important share in the composition of the foreign policies of European states in history and today
(Iskit, 2001: 7-23). When the countries of the world are compared, the share of political, economic and
cultural relations in each country’s foreign policy composition is different. For example, while political
and economic relations are balanced in the foreign policies of countries such as USA, UK and France, the
share of economic relations in Japan and Germany’s foreign policy is higher. Small-scale EU countries
such as Belgium and the Netherlands, while occasionally putting international ethics and human rights
issues at the forefront of their foreign policies, the primary dimensions of their policy are to do with
economic interests. The existence of Singapore and Hong Kong is the result of external economic
relations. In countries such as Singapore and Hong Kong, foreign economic relations constitute almost all
foreign policy. On the other hand, in countries such as North Korea, Cuba and Venezuela, which are
governed by the authoritarian regime or where democracy is not yet settled, the share of political relations
in foreign policy is high due to so called political reasons, mostly based on populist-nationalist
discourses. Economic interests, even the basic economic needs of the society, can be sacrificed to foreign
political relations (Iskit, 2001), (Mueller, 2003: 68).

Each type of relation (political, economic and cultural) constituting the composition of foreign
policy can be promoted in a positive (+) or negative (-) direction. Economic relations can be started in a
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positive direction, generally with foreign trade and can be reached until the economic union. Economic
relations can be negatively influenced by foreign trade pose invisible obstacles and can be reached to
demand for economic sanctions from other countries. Today, (08 August 2018) US-Iran economic
relations are in the stage of -7 (demand economic sanctions from other countries).
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Figure 1: External relations (political, economic, cultural) horizon positive (+) and negative (-).
Source: (Basaran, 2017: 209).
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Figure 2: Arrangement of foreign economic relations on the positive (+) and negative (-) side of the axis
Source: (Basaran, 2017: 210).

The US, the EU and some other countries pulled back economic relations with the Russian
Federation on the negative direction in response to Russian Federation, during the occupation and
annexation of Crimea by the Russian Federation.

4.2. US sanctions against the Russian Federation

The sanctions imposed on the Russian Federation by the US on July 03, 2018 consisted of the
executive orders signed by the President Barack Obama, 13660, 13661, 13662 and 13685 and 4 directives
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of 13662. The execution order number 13685 covers the persons and the specific line of business, while
the other 3 execution orders include sanctions for individuals only. The first three execution orders are
dated 6 March, 16 March and 20 March 2014 respectively, while the last execution order is dated 19
December 2014. Barack Obama’s executive orders are all based on the US constitution and laws (the
International Emergency Economic Law, the National Emergency Law, the 1952 Immigration and
Citizenship Act, the United States Act); there is no reference to international law. The title of the first
execution order was “Blocking Property of Certain Persons Contributing to the Situation in Ukraine”. The
title of the second execution in March was “Blocking Property of Additional Persons Contributing to the
Situation in Ukraine”. The title of the third was the same as the second. The last execution order is the
prohibition of specific treatment of the Crimean region of Ukraine and the freezing of the assets of the
persons concerned. Its title was “Blocking Property of Certain Persons and Prohibiting Certain
Transactions With Respect to the Crimea Region of Ukraine”.

The US Senate Foreign Relations Committee adopted a draft law condemning the unlawful
Crimean invasion of Russia. The Committee issued a statement on its website which stated that the
Crimea was part of Ukraine, while the United States should reject the attempts to change the status,
demographic map and political structure of the Crimean peninsula, which Russia has illegally invaded.
The Foreign Relations Committee recalled in the Welles Declaration of 1940 that the Soviet Union was
not granted the annexation of the Baltic States, and similarly The Foreign Relations Committee called on
the US administration to declare the invasion of the Crimea to be recognized as a lifelong state policy for
its unlawful annexation by the Russian Federation. The document also stated the satisfaction of the US’s
sanctions against Russia and the US government’s calls to EU for new sanctions.

It is stated that the sanctions imposed by the USA did not meet the expected effect in the Russian
Federation. The US Department of State International Security Advisory Committee’s report on
December 9, 2014 stated that the most important event since the Cold War in the US-Russian relations
was the crisis of Ukraine. It is noted that the crisis has changed the way and the course of US-Russian
relations. According to another report dated November 2017, after the US won the Cold War, the US
missed the vital opportunity to sustain peace by aiding Russia. The economic turmoil and political
instability in Russia led to the rise of Putin. Putin has pledged to bring Russia to international power and
dignity as before. In recent years, Russia, under the leadership of Putin, has progressed to prevent the fall
of the Assad regime, to stop the loss of its strategic interests in Ukraine, to destabilize the political
disputes in the United States and to establish itself as a world power. American decision makers did not
consistently measure the impact of Russia on US national security planning. Again, according to the same
report, sanctions are not effective enough to force Russia to retreat from Crimea. There are no solid plans
for the recovery of the Crimea, but the security of Eastern Ukraine can be ensured. Ukraine should not be
inducted into NATO. The resultant aid to Ukraine should be tailored to the capacity of effective usage of
Ukraine. This report recommends that Ukraine should give up the thought of regaining Crimea.
According to the report, Ukraine is not able to regain the Crimea, and other countries cannot help
Ukraine. It is by limiting Russia’s strategic use of Crimea by limiting its entry into the Black Sea and its
exit from the Black Sea through the Straits of Istanbul and Dardanelles. This limitation results in direct
armed conflict between NATO and Russia.

4.3. The EU’s sanctions against the Russian Federation

No. 2014/145 / CFSP, published in the Official Journal of the European Union dated 17 March
2014, the European Union Council signed by C. Ashton, the President of the Council of the European
Union, is different from some of the executive orders of US President Barack Obama. In the preamble of
the Council decision, on 6 March 2014, the Presidents of the EU member states and governments strongly
condemned the Russian Federation’s violation of Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. Also, it is
stated that the leaders considered a referendum by the Supreme Council of the Autonomous Republic of
Crimea as unlawful because of its violation of the Constitution of Ukraine.

According to Dreyer and Popescu, the sanctions against the annexation of Crimea were the most
important policy instruments of the European Union against Russian Federation (2014). From the EU’s
point of view, the sanctions against Russia as of July 05, 2018 are formally gathered under 5 headings;
diplomatic measures, restrictive measures (asset freezes and visa bans), restrictions for Crimea and
Sevastopol, measures targeting sectoral cooperation and exchanges with Russia ("Economic” sanctions),
measures concerning economic cooperation.
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In the European Union Council Decision published in the Official Journal of the European Union
of 17 March 2014, in March 2018, the assets of 155 persons and 38 entities were suspended and the travel
ban was extended until 15 September 2018. Also, in March 2014, the freezing of assets of persons held
responsible for the abuse of state funds in Ukraine was extended in March 2018 until March 6, 2019.

5. Researches on the Types and Effects and Results of the Sanctions

Lindsey presented economic sanctions applied for reaching political results from 1933 to 1982 in
a table (Lindsay, 1986: 157). Drager split the sanctions carried out by USA on Russia into 3 types and
presented the applied sanctions from March 6, 2014 to March 31, 2014 in table form. The first type of the
sanctions is “Blocking property and suspension of entry of not specified persons”. Second is “Blocking
property and suspension of entry of specific persons/entities”. The third is “additional restrictive measures
on defence exports to Russia” (Dreger et al., 2016: 301).

Figure 3: The Position of Political and Economic Relations in Cartesian Coordinate
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Source: (Basaran, 2015: 142).

The interaction between economic and political relations is shown in the figure 3. When political
relations between two countries or political entities are negative, generally economic relations are also
negative. The occupation and annexation of the Crimea has regressed political relations between the
Russian Federation and the US-EU to -2 and -3 levels, while the economic relations decreased to -4 to -5
(See additional tables for amounts).

According to 2015-2017 Russia’s main direction of budget policy report published by Russian
Federation Ministry of Finance published on July 10 2014, Russia’s GDP could fall by 0.2-0.3% in case
of spread crisis in Ukraine. The report states that Russia has enough reserves to compensate most of the
economic losses in the short and medium term periods. In the report of the Ministry of Finance, in the
long-term periods, budget durability may be reduced, technology and investment import may be reduced,
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and modernization conditions may be worsened (http://gha.com.ua/tr/ekonomi/rusya-yaptirimlarin-
getirdigi-zarari-hesapladi/133065/). With the report of the Ministry of Finance, what happened is largely
parallel.

Dreger et. al. (2016) examined the effects of economic sanctions on Russian ruble. R.K. Rakova
evaluated the impact of sanctions on economy of the Russian Federation. Following the annexation of
Crimea, the citizens of the Russian Federation became impoverished. Estimated gross domestic product
of the Russian Federation in 2014 was 2,5%, but in reality it was 0,7%. GDP in 2015 decreased by -%3
and also decreased %0,2 in 2016. Sanctions have led to capital outflows from the Russian Federation. In
2014, the capital outflow was 153 billion USD, 57,5 billion USD in 2015 and 15,4 billion USD in 2016
(Kadirbekova, 2018: 26).

The US and EU sanctions have not only affected the Russian Federation, but the corresponding
sanctions of the Russian Federation have caused economic impact in the USA and the EU. The Russian
Federation has responded to the sanctions of the US and EU with counter sanctions. After the invasion
and annexation of the Crimea, the US and the EU’s economic sanctions against Russia were selective and
discriminatory, not aiming to negatively affect the economic situation of the Russian people. According
to lan Bond, sanctions imposed indirect effects. The corresponding sanctions of Russia negatively affect
consumers in Russia, rather than European agriculture. The price of meat and poultry products increased
more than 18% from October 2014 to October 2015. As the Russian people spend 1/3 of their income on
food, the increase in food prices has impoverished the Russian people (Bond, 2014: 6). The real income
of the citizens of the Russian Federation has decreased. In 2014, the actual disposable income index
(1995 = 100) was 234,1, whereas it decreased to 213,6 in 2016 (Rossiyskiy Statisticeskiy Ejegodnik
2017: 144).

Explicit sanctions were imposed in conjunction with implicit sanctions. Reduction in oil prices is
an implicit sanction. The reduction of oil prices has affected Russia’s economy more than implicit
sanctions (Smeets, 2018: 8). The crude oil price, which was over 100USD at the beginning of 2014, was
reduced to around 30USD in January 2016 (Smeets, 2018: 10-11). The pre-occupation oil report was
about half of Russia’s federal revenues and 2/3 of its total exports. The damage caused by the decline in
oil prices was not possible to compensate for the Russian Federation with gas exports. Oil accounted for
80% of hydrocarbon export revenues (Dreyer and Popescu, 2014: 2). While the budget deficit was 846
billion rubles in 2014, it increased to 3.142 billion rubles in 2016 (Rossiyskiy Statisticeskiy Ejegodnik
2017: 493). The Russian Federation had to settle for less than it had expected in its negotiations with
China because of the sanctions. China used the sanctions in its favor. China made great gains in its favor
in the gas deal signed with Russia (Bond, 2014: 6). The Russian Federation experienced indirect losses
due to the sanctions.

The sanctions after the invasion and annexation of Crimea caused a sudden, excessive
depreciation of the Russian Ruble. Although the Central Bank of Russia reduced the reserves to maintain
the value of the ruble, the ruble continued to fall. The Russian Federation’s international reserves, which
amounted to 494,6 billion USD on March 7, 2014, decreased to 388,5 billion USD on 12 December 2014
(http://www.cbr.ru/eng/hd_base/mrrf/mrrf_7d/). On 1 March 2014, EUR 1 increased from 49,5839 rubles
to EUR 68,3427 in December 31, 2014 with a 38% increase
(http://www.cbr.ru/currency_base/dynamics/). Russia lost much more outflow of foreign currency than
expected in 2014. While private sector net capital outflow was 60,3 billion USD in 2013, it was 152,1
billion USD in 2014, 57,1 billion USD in 2015 and 185 billion USD in 2016
(http:/lwww.cbr.ru/eng/statistics/credit_statistics/bop/outflow_e.xlsx).

With the impact of economic sanctions, there is no unity in the contribution of the USA and the
EU to the realization of expectations. Some comments suggest that economic sanctions do not meet
expectations, and the sanctions are not sufficient enough to ensure the Russian Federation’s retreat from
Crimea. In some interpretations, diplomatic and economic sanctions are the most appropriate options
since military response is not possible. Although Ukraine does not use military force in Crimea, it uses
US-backed military force in Donetsk and Lugansk. According to some opinions, if there were no
economic sanctions, Russia would have occupied and annexed Donetsk and Lugansk.

Dizaji and van Bergeijsk examined various examples of sanctions and concluded that the first
two years of sanctions were met expectations (Smeets, 2018: 11). In the following years, the ratio of
meeting the expectations decreased. Kortunov’s statements confirm Dizaji and van Bergeijsk. According
to Kortunov, the negative effects of sanctions in 2014 and 2015 were stopped in the Russian Federation in
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2016. Inflation was controlled, the devaluation of ruble stopped, and even ruble rose in value and Putin
won the elections in September. The US and the EU could not bring Russia down to the knees with
sanctions (Kortunov, 2017: 1).

CONCLUSION

During the occupation and annexation of the Crimea, Ukraine has sought international support.
The reason for Ukraine’s call for international support is obvious. If Ukraine were already more powerful
than the Russian Federation, it could prevent the invasion and annexation of Crimea itself. When Ukraine
is matching up with the Russian Federation, it is seeking to international support because it knows that
the balance of power is in favor of the Russian Federation. The support of the US and the EU to Ukraine
could not prevent the loss of Crimea. Five years have passed by waiting for the liberation of Crimea with
international support. In my own point of view, it is clear that international support will not be enough for
the liberation of Crimea in the future.

The USA and the EU responded to the Russian Federation by imposing sanctions. The sanctions
were not enough to force the Russian Federation to retreat from the Crimea. According to some reviews,
sanctions were not useless. Without sanctions, Russian Federation would have dared to annex other parts
of Ukraine except for the Crimea. Medvedev’s statements in 2014 support this view.

Economic sanctions caused serious economic crisis in the Russian Federation. The
macroeconomic balances of the Russian Federation were deteriorated, and the welfare of its citizens
declined. Sanctions decreased prosperity in the Russian Federation, but the decreasing prosperity has not
changed the Russian Federation’s Crimean policy. Because the political process is semi-democratic in
Russian Federation. Decreasing prosperity was not reflected elections and voters.

As a result, the liberation of Crimea by the US and EU sanctions after the occupation and
annexation of the Russian Federation, which is considered among the semi-democratic countries, has not
been successful. This case study confirmed the hypothesis that is tested.

ENDNOTES
! «Compliance with the rules of law in domestic law is ensured through the enforcement of sanctions
(sanction; Sanktion) against those who violate these rules. ...” “... The concept of sanctions under

international law does not have a clear and unambiguous definition as opposed to domestic law.”
(Pazarci, 2003:399).

% Sevastopol is called by Crimean Tatar as Akyar.

Years 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Amount 276 285 485 708 209 125
Addition Table 1: US Foreign Direct Investments in Russia, 2011-2017, (Million US Dollar)

Source: For figures from 2011 to 2014 see Russia in Figures. 2016 Statistical Handbook/Rosstat -M.,
2016 - p.458 (http://www.gks.ru/free_doc/doc_2016/rusfig/rusl6e.pdf accessed on 21.10.2018). For 2015
and 2016 figures, Poccus B mudpax. 2018 Kpar.crar.c6./Poccrar- M., 2018: 194,

Years 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Amount 1,060 1,625 688 739 1,654 819 873 126
Addition Table 2: Foreign Direct Investment of the Russian Federation in the USA, 2011-2017,
(Million US Dollar)

Source: For figures from 2011 to 2014 see Russia in Figures. 2016 Statistical Handbook/Rosstat -M.,
2016 p. 459 for figures 2015-2016 see Poccuiickuii craructiyeckuii exeronuuk. 2017 Crat.c6./PoccTar.
M., 2017 : 307, For 2010 and 2017 figures
http://www.cbr.ru/vfs/statistics/credit_statistics/direct_investment/18-dir_inv.xls accessed on 31.10.2018.

Years 2010 2011 2012 2013
Amount 12,320 16,425 12,867 11,135
Years 2014 2015 2016 2017
Amount 10,583 9,432 9,269 10,700

Addition Table 3: Russian Federation exports to the USA, (Million US Dollar)
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Source: See Poccus B mudpax. for 2010, 2013-2017 figures see 2018 Kpar.crat.c6./Poccrar- M., 2018,
p.489, see Russia in Figures. For 2011 and 2012 figures see 2016 Statistical Handbook/Rosstat -M., 2016:
511.

Years 2010 2011 2012 2013
Amount 11,097 14,584 15,317 16,502
Years 2014 2015 2016 2017
Amount 18,496 11,454 10,703 12,499

Addition Table 4: Russian Federation imports from the USA, (Million US Dollar)
Source: 2010, 2013-2017 figures see Poccus B undpax. 2018 Kpar.crar.c6./Poccrar- M., 2018: 491, for
2011 and 2012 figures see Russia in Figures. 2016 Statistical Handbook/Rosstat -M., 2016: 513.

Date 31.12.2010 31.12.2011 31.12.2012 31.12.2013 31.12.2014
Amount 37,300 42,435 48,300 53,743 56,630

Date 31.12.2015 31.12.2016  31.12.2017 31.03.2018

Amount 68,119 72,060 73,946 74,076

Addition Table 5: Portfolio investment assets of the Russian Federation in the USA, 2010-2018,
(Million USD)

Source: http://www.cbr.ru/vfs/eng/statistics/credit_statistics/iip/05e-portfolio.xls accessed on 31.10.2018.
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