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ABSTRACT

The dissolution of the Soviet Union brought about multidimensional problems to
the former republics of the USSR and their inhabitants. In 1990s Ukraine, Crimea
became a center of conflict between Ukraine and Russia over the former Soviet Black
Sea Fleet and Crimea itself, perceived as historically their own by both sides of the
conflict. Local Crimean authorities took advantage of the specificity of a demographic
situation in Crimea where Ukrainians, the titular nation, are in the minority and
considerably Russified to claim for autonomy. Later, they attempted to secede from
Ukraine. At the same time, the Crimean Tatar influx from exile, orchestrated by the
Stalin regime in 1944, further exacerbated the ‘triangle of conflict’ between the dyads
Russia-Ukraine and Crimea-Ukraine. The Crimean Tatars, currently 12 percent of the
Crimean population, proclaimed Crimea the national territory of the Crimean Tatar
people, on which they alone possess the right to self government and claimed greater
rights for themselves as allegedly the most indigenous people in Crimea, while the rest
are colonizers.

This thesis explains the historical developments in Crimea and attempts to draw
implications to the Ukrainian government in dealing with Crimean Tatar nationalism
which seems to be overcoming the problems within the ‘triangle of conflict,” that was so

sharp in the 1990s.
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l. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE

Since the demise of the Soviet Union (USSR) in 1991 and the emergence of the
newly independent states (NIS), Russia has employed various techniques to preserve its
dominance over them. It is very important for Russia to keep Ukraine under its influence
because of Ukraine’s exceptional strategic location. In the words of Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Russia, with a subordinated Ukraine, becomes an empire, and without it,

ceases to be one.!

Russia and Ukraine are of equal importance to each other.2 First, Ukraine and
Russia are economically interdependent. The biggest disparity lays in Ukraine’s vast
dependence on Russian energy sources. However, Ukraine transports the majority of
Russian oil and natural gas to Europe, making Russia almost equally dependant on
Ukraine in commercial terms. Both countries are major trading partners. Second,
Ukraine serves as a buffer separating Russia from an expanded NATO. This is true both
on an emotional level and a physical one. Having its former adversary (NATO) present
in a neighboring republic is a threat to the psyche as much as it is to national security. On
a personal level, both Russians and Ukrainians have relatives on the opposite side of the

border.

Russia has tried to exercise pressure upon Ukraine from the very beginning of its
independence. The majority of disputes between the two states have been settled. The
Crimea and the issues of the Russian Black Sea Fleet (RBSF) based there still remain an

important outstanding issue in diplomatic relations between the states.3

I Cited in Paul J. D’ Anieri et al., Politics and Society in Ukraine (Boulder, CO: Westview Press,
1999), 1.

2 Ibid.

3 John (Ivan) Jaworsky, “Crimea’s Importance to Ukraine and Its Future Security,” in Crimea:
Dynamics, Challenges, and Prospects, ed. Maria Drohobycky (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers,
Inc., 1995), 135.



Besides the issues of the RBSF in Ukrainian territory, the so-called ‘triangle of
conflict’ — Russia-Crimea-Ukraine — brings certain difficulties to Ukraine’s state-
building efforts. It is the Crimean Tatars who brought another dimension to the current
instability in Crimea. This thesis will examine the influence of both the Crimean Tatar
influx to Ukrainian Crimea from exile and the RBSF, primarily based in Ukraine, on the

‘triangle of conflict’ and each other.

B. IMPORTANCE

A stable, predictable, and democratic Ukraine is of vital importance for the West
and particularly to the stability and security in the EU. It is a “key-stone in the arch of
security in Central Europe” because instability within a state with such territory and
strategic location could easily trigger the same in the young democracies of Central
Europe.> Current relations between Ukraine and Russia are not good. During almost
every disagreement between the two countries, the issues of Crimea and the RBSF
resurface. According to Jaworski, both security analysts and international news media
have highlighted Crimea as “a flash point of tensions between Ukraine and Russia.”®
Once thought to be a “settled issue,” Ukraine and Russia are far from a lasting resolution
to the controversies over the basing of RBSF in the Crimean peninsula and other issues in

the Black Sea region.

The status and fate of the Crimean Tatars has added a further layer of instability
to an already troublesome region. Historically, the Tatars are the most numerous
“indigenous” population in modern Crimea.” Historians consider them to be the
descendants of the Mongols, who occupied most of contemporary Russia and Ukraine in
the thirteenth century. By the fifteenth century the Crimean Tatars had become a

separately distinguished national group, forming the Crimean Khanate, and occupying the

4 The term ‘triangle of conflict’ is used in several works of Taras Kuzio to explain contemporary
interrelations in triangle Russia-Crimea-Ukraine.

5 D’Anieri et al., Politics and Society in Ukraine, 1.
6 Jaworsky. “Crimea’s Importance to Ukraine,” 135.

7 Justin Burke, Crimean Tatars: Repatriation and Conflict Prevention (New York, NY: the Open
Society Institute, 1996), 17.
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territory of Crimean peninsula itself and Black Sea coastal areas. The Khanate reached
its climax under the Ottoman Empire during the sixteenth century. By the eighteenth
century, modernized Russia fought the Crimean Tatar Khanate along with the declining
Turkish Empire. In 1783, Crimea was annexed by Russia. The newly conquered

territories became Russified.

Despite Russia’s moderate tolerance toward the Tatars’ religious traditions, they
emigrated in large numbers to nearby Turkey. In 1783, “Tatars comprised about 83
percent of the peninsula population...by 1897, their share had plummeted to 34 percent,
while Russians and Ukrainians comprised almost 45 percent.”® The late nineteenth and
early twentieth century marked the reemergence of the Tatar intelligentsia. After the
Communist revolution of 1917 Crimean Tatars were under the constant purge of
repressive policy. In 1941, when the Germans took over Crimea, most Tatars openly
supported them up until the time the Germans started to repress them. Soviet troops
retook Crimea in 1944 and Stalin decided to deport the Crimean Tatars to ‘special
settlements’ in Central Asia and Siberia, in retaliation for their collaboration with
Germany (a fate shared by many Chechens as well). After the death of Stalin, the
majority of deported nationalities were rehabilitated by Khrushchev, but Crimean Tatars
were among the exceptions. 1989 was thus a turning point in the life of Crimean Tatars,

because they were granted the right to return to Crimea.

The influx of Crimean Tatars to the peninsula created many problems of social,
political, and economic character, which became hard issues to be resolved for the
Ukrainian authorities. Consequently, these problems generated unrest among the Tatars
which was directed against the Slavs. This thesis hypothesizes that the presence of the
RBSF in Ukraine can not be a stabilizing factor against the desire of Crimean Tatars to

make Crimea autonomous within Ukraine and subsequently pursue full independence.

8 Burke, Crimean Tatars, 21.



C. LITERATURE REVIEW
1. Survey of Prior Work on the Question

The Crimean question is of paramount importance for the internal stability of
Ukraine.” Many scholars compare the potential for ethnic conflict in Crimea with the one
in former Yugoslavia.l9 Relations between Ukraine and Russia are characterized by
considerable ambiguity. Scholarly disputes, relevant to this thesis, have been focused on
two areas. First, a number of academics see the presence of the RBSF in Crimea as a
destabilizing factor for Ukraine. Mark Galeotti writes that “the presence of the Black Sea
Fleet [Russian]...created a further complication [for internal ethno-cultural divisions and
for the weakness of the Ukrainian state].”!! John Jaworski considers the RBSF in Crimea
as mostly a destabilizing factor for Ukraine.!? Primarily, he refers to an example of
Moldova’s Trans-Dniestria region where the Russian troops that are stationed there
intervened into a conflict supporting the Russian population in Moldova against the
Moldovan nationalists. Additionally, a number of personnel of the Black Sea Fleet!3
have been allowed to stand as candidates for office in both the Crimean Supreme Council
and the Sevastopol City Council, where they formed a military lobby. It appears absurd
that Russian citizens were allowed to participate in governing the Ukrainian
administrative body. Furthermore, the existence of the RBSF military bases in Crimea
allows Russia to influence developments in the Black Sea region. If tensions between

Russia and Ukraine escalate, it is more convenient for Russia, in order to control

9 Jaworsky, “Crimea’s Importance to Ukraine,” 135-156.

10 James Sherr, “After Yugoslavia: Whither Ukraine?” in Between Russia and the West: Foreign and
Security Policy of Independent Ukraine, ed. Kurt R. Spillmann (Europaischer Verlag der Wissenschaften,
Bern: Peter Lang AG, 1999), 142; Taras Kuzio, Ukrainian Security Policy (Washington, D.C.: The Center
for Strategic and International Studies, 1995), 69-70.

11 Mark Galeotti, “The Challenge of ‘soft security’: crime, corruption, and chaos,” in New Security
Challenges in Post Communist Europe, ed. Andrew Cottey, et al. (Manchester, UK: Manchester University
Press, 2002), 164-165.

12 Jaworsky, “Crimea’s Importance to Ukraine,” 137-139.

13 This instance has been drawn from the times of 1994, when the Black Sea Fleet has not been
divided yet. Today, the similar situation is impossible. The citizens of Ukraine only can participate in
Ukrainian elections.

4



maritime trade, to project force into Crimea and the entire Ukrainian Black Sea shore

from Crimea than from significantly more distant Novorossiysk.!4

Trade, especially oil and natural gas, is crucial for Ukraine to diversify its sources
of energy, reducing the Russian influence over the Ukrainian economy. Taras Kuzio
stresses the destabilizing effect of the Russian military presence in Crimea.!> He points
out that the size of the Russian military in Crimea is sufficient to fuel a conflict between
Russia and Ukraine. However, he insists that Russia is neither in the right condition to
begin a full-scale military conflict nor has the intention to do so. Roman Solchanyk
considers the continued Russian military presence in Ukrainian territory as the sign of
Moscow’s military and geostrategic interest to the region. The bilateral agreements on
the issues of the division and basing of the Black Sea Fleet (BSF), signed in 1997, did not
resolve the disputes, but rather postponed them until 2017, when the formal rights for the
RBSF basing in Ukraine will expire.!® Sherman Garnett believes that as long as the
issues pertaining to the RBSF on Ukrainian territory remain important, its personnel and
respective military units will represent a possible source of conflict in Crimea.l”
Moreover, he named current ethnic, social, and economic tensions in Crimea exacerbated
by the declining RBSF as the “combustive mixture.”!8 Igor Zevelev noted that as of
2001 the issue of ownership of the warm water port of Sevastopol was still contested and
that “the presence of the Black Sea Fleet [Russian] added a military dimension to the
controversy.”!? Victor Kremenyuk stresses that the vast disagreements over the issues of

the Black Sea Fleet have been managed peacefully with the employment of diplomatic

14 Viictor Myasnikov, “Chernomorslii Flot Gotovyat k Evacuatsii: Novuyu Bazu Speshno Stroyat v
Novorossiiske za 2 Milliarda Dollarov,” Nezavisimaya Gazeta, March 10, 2006. Available at
http://www.ng.ru/politics/2006-03-10/1_flot.html# (accessed October 10, 2007). According to Russia’s
plans, Novorossiysk will become the main base for the RBSF by 2016.

15 Kuzio, Ukrainian Security Policy, 65-66, 148n38.

16 Roman Solchanyk, Ukraine and Russia: the Post-Soviet Transition (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman &
Littlefield Publishers, Inc.), 138.

17 Sherman W. Garnett, Keystone in the Arch: Ukraine in the Emerging Security Environment of
Central and Eastern Europe (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1997), 73.

18 1bid., 82.

19 1gor Zevelev, “Redefinition of Nation, Security, and Stability,” in Russia in the New Century:
Stability and Disorder, ed. Victoria E. Bonnell and George W. Brelauer (Boulder, Colorado: Westview
press, 2001), 279.




means, preventing the emergence of a serious conflict.20 However, the disputes are still
far from resolved.2! Garnett points out that the postponement of the final decision on the
RBSF basing issues in Ukraine until “at least” 2017 remains the “source of external

instability on the peninsula [Crimean].”22

The second academic debate addresses the obviously contentious question: does
the presence of RBSF on the Ukrainian territory have a stabilizing effect on the situation
in Crimea? The Russian military claims the RBSF in Crimea is a stabilizing factor.23
According to this view, the RBSF defends the southern flanks of Russia and Ukraine
against rising threats from Turkey, the long-term rival of Russia, expelled from Crimea in
1783. Anatol Lieven does not take a position regarding the issue of the stabilizing effect
of the RBSF in Ukraine; he views the RBSF as neutral in its effect on the stability of
Crimea.2* Paul D’Anieri, Robert Kravchuk, and Taras Kuzio, in a discussion about the
“Problems and Prospects for Ukraine in the Twenty-First Century,” do not mention the

RBSF, stationed in Ukraine, as a potential source of conflict.25

2. Major Questions and Debate

Both schools agree that the RBSF, based in Ukraine, affects Ukrainian political,
social, and economic life. It also affects Russian-Ukrainian relations. The schools
identify a handful of positive and negative effects of the RBSF presence in the Ukrainian
territory. However, an impact of the Russian troops stationed in Ukraine on the behavior
of the Crimean Tatars has not yet been studied. The Crimean Tatars strongly supported

Ukrainian authorities in the struggle against the movement that wanted Crimea to secede

20 victor A. Kremenyuk, Conflicts in and Around Russia: Nation-Building in Difficult Times
(Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1994), 118.

21 Ipid.

22 Sherman W. Garnett, “Incomplete Settlement,” in Russia and the West: the 21% Century Security
Environment, ed. Alexey Arbatov, et al. (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 1999), 141.

23 Jaworsky, “Crimea’s Importance to Ukraine,” 135.

24 Anatol Lieven, Ukraine & Russia: a Fraternal Rivalry (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of
Peace Press, 1999), 130.

25 D’ Anieri et al., Politics and Society in Ukraine, 262-273.
6



from Ukraine and join the Russian Federation.26 At the same time, they publicly
expressed their willingness to demand a broad autonomy within Ukraine with possible
further steps to full independence.?’  Ukraine’s experience with the pro-Russian
separatism of the 1990s in Crimea demonstrated the difficulties in dealing with
separatism. However, pro-Russian separatism was peaceful.2® In contrast to the sixty-
seven percent share of Russians in the Crimean population, the Crimean Tatars, twelve
percent of the population, often use violence in pursuit of their political and economic
goals; they are supported by other Muslim states, and sometime in the 1990s the
Chechens began conducting actions in Crimea.2? Will Ukrainian authorities be able to
control the situation in Crimea in case of a large scale Crimean Tatars uprising? Does the
RBSF play the role of a deterrent against the Tatars? What are the ways to prevent ethnic
separatism in Crimea and to make constitutional the temporary character of the RBSF in
the Ukrainian territory? What will the consequences be for Ukraine in case of granting

the Crimean Tatars a status of ‘indigenous people’ in Crimea?

D. METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES

This thesis is a work of contemporary history, which seeks to explain the
emergence of current conditions in light of earlier events, and to appraise the range of

likely future developments that past experience has made possible.

The bulk of the sources for this thesis will be secondary sources (books, news
media and other internet resources and journals). This thesis is also going to use some
primary sources — interviews with and statements of officials. As the other primary

source, this thesis will use some published official documents from Czarist and Soviet

26 Oxana Shevel, “Crimean Tatars and the Ukrainian state: the challenge of politics, the use of law,
and the meaning of rhetoric,” (paper presented at the Association for the Study of the Nationalities (ASN)
Fifth Annual World Convention, Columbia University, New York, NY, April 13-15, 2000,
http://www.iccrimea.org/scholarly/oshevel.html (accessed October 10, 2007).

27 Ibid.

28 Toll Bukkvoll, “Ukraine and the Black Sea Region,” in Politics of the Black Sea: Dynamics of
Cooperation and Conflict, ed. Tunc Aybak (London: I. B. Tauris & Co. Ltd., 2001), 104-106.

29 1dil P. Izmirli, “Regionalism and the Crimean Tatar Political Factor in 2004 Ukrainian Presidential
Elections,” The Journal of Turkish Weekly (February 28, 2007),
http://www.turkishweekly.net/articles.php?id=171 (accessed October 10, 2007).

7




sources, as well as governmental documents of the Post-Soviet era, available on the web.
The author has established some contacts with the Ukrainian navy officers in Sevastopol

to use as additional sources of information on the issue.

E. THESIS SYNOPSIS

The thesis is divided into seven chapters. Chapter I will cover the purpose of the
thesis, its significance, literature review, methodology, and the thesis synopsis. Chapter
IT will provide a brief history of Crimea to reveal possible grounds for ethics of interstate
conflicts. Chapter II will study the Crimea’s importance for Ukraine and its future
security. Chapter IV will look at the emergence and the evolution of the Crimean Tatars
in Crimea, and influence of other nations on their development as a nation. Chapter V
will look at the RBSF issues in Crimea, and its military, political, and economic influence
in the region. Chapter VI will study the current ethnic imbroglio in the Crimea, and the
role of historical myths in shaping ethnic groups’ behavior, and problems and prospective
related to this. Chapter VII will summarize findings and produce conclusions and policy

recommendations to deal with possible Crimean Tatar separatism in Crimea.



Il.  BRIEF HISTORY OF CRIMEA

The geography of Crimea determined its history. Gwendolyn Sasse pointed this
out as “an important factor in the capacity for autonomy or secession.”3? Study of
Crimean history provides an important basis for evaluation of a potential for ethnic
conflict. During the development of a state over time it goes through different historical
experiences, shaping its development. Historically, “the Black Sea and its coastal areas
have played an important role in the history of Eastern Europe and Western Asia.”!
Since territories of contemporary Crimea and southern Ukraine were colonized for the
first time by ancient Greeks, they became an important economic zone; later, the
founders of Kievan Rus, the Mongols, the Ottoman Turks, Lithuanians, Polish, Russians,
and, finally, the Soviets tried to establish control over these territories to serve for their

political, economical, and military purposes throughout various periods of history.32

Currently, Crimea (in Ukrainian Avtonomna Respublika Krym) is an autonomous
republic of Ukraine located in southern Ukraine.33 It occupies a peninsula of the same
name (Crimea) on the northern coast of the Black Sea. The total area of the republic is
26,100 sq. km. (10,008 sq. mi.).3* The capital of Crimea is the city of Simferopol, where
all branches of the republic’s power are placed. The city of Sevastopol, a home for the

Russian Black Sea Fleet and Ukrainian Navy, is located within the Crimean peninsula,

30 Gwendolyn Sasse, The Crimea Question: Identity, Transition, and Conflict, (Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 2007), 4.

31 Alan W. Fisher, Introduction to the Russian annexation of the Crimea, 1772-1783 (Cambridge:
Cambridge [Eng] University Press, 1970), xi.

32 Qee for details Orest Subtelny, Ukraine: a History, 2nd edition, (Toronto; Buffalo: Published by the
University of Toronto Press in association with the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1994).

33 Constitution of Ukraine, Ch. X, art. 134-139, http://www.rada.gov.ua/const/conengl.htm#r10
(accessed May 29, 2007).

34 «“Encyclopedia: Common Information,” Information Portal Autonomous Republic of Crimea.
Available at http://www.crimea-portal.gov.ua/index.php?v=7&tek=&par=&art=70&date (accessed
December 29, 2007).
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but it has special status, allowing its administration to be subordinated directly to nation-

level government in Kyiv rather than the one of Crimea in Simferopol.35

A CRIMEA AND CONTIGUOUS AREAS IN EARLY HISTORY

The origin of the name Crimea came from the one of the Crimean province capital
in the Golden Horde times. Governors of Crimea, appointed by the Tatar khans at Sarai
on the 1dil3¢ (Volga), the capital of the Golden Horde, resided at Solhat, or Eski Kirim
(“Old Crimea”) for over a hundred years up until the mid-fifteenth century.37

1. Prehistoric Times

Major prehistoric sites were found in the territory of contemporary Ukrainian
steppes and Crimea as early as roughly 5000 to 4000 BC during the times of the
Trypillian culture.3® Later, in about 3000 BC, the nomads, who had a distinctive way of
life famous for the domestication of animals, emerged in Ukrainian steppes moving

southwards from overpopulated areas.3®

The earliest inhabitants, who were mentioned in literary references, were “the
Cimmerians. Homer, in the Odyssey, mentioned them as the ones who populated the
northern shore of the Black Sea.”0 Besides the Odyssey, very little information is
available on the Cimmerians. Scholars’ views are divided on their origins. Some
consider them as the ones who migrated to the territories of contemporary Ukraine, and

others see them as native there.4!

35 Const. of Ukraine, Ch. XI, art. 140-146, http://www.rada.gov.ua/const/conengl.htm#r1 1 (accessed
December 29, 2007). According to the Constitution of Ukraine, two cities have special status: Kyiv and
Sevastopol.

36 In some sources Idil is spelled as Itil. See for details Subtelny, Ukraine: a History, 29.

37 MIT School of Architecture and Planning, “Solhat,” Digital Library,
http://archnet.org/library/places/one-place.jsp?place_id=8092&collection_id=23 (accessed December 29,
2007); Modern Encyclopedia of Religions in Russia and Soviet Union, [MERRSU], Vol. VI, (Academic
International Press, 1995), s.v. “Crimean Tatars,” (by H. B. Paksoy), 135-142; Alan W. Fisher, The
Crimean Tatars (Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press, 1978), 3.

38 Subtelny, Ukraine: a History, 6.
39 Ibid., 8.

40 Ibid., 9.

4 Ibid.
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The Scythians expelled the Cimmerians in the seventh century BC. Two hundred
years later, Herodotus, “the Greek father of history,” described them as Indo-Europeans,
Iranian-speaking nomads of several types.#2 The Scythians of the first type, plowers
(those who lived by the agriculture and used ploughs), were an agricultural indigenous
people, who accepted the name of their overlords. Some scholars consider them to be the
ancestors of the Slavs.#3 The second type, the nomadic Royal Scythians, corresponded to
those who forced other Scythians and non-Scythians to pay them tribute by fierce
military force. The Scythians went through victories and defeats, and ended up
“overwhelmed and assimilated” by the Sarmatians; only “a remnant of whom managed to
find refuge in the Crimea.”#* The Sarmatians dominated the steppes of contemporary
Ukraine for four hundred years up until the second century AD and Sarmatian control

was destroyed by Khuns from the East.

2. Crimea and Kievan Rus’

Both the sea and the steppe served as an avenue for newcomers. Greeks
established their colonies along the northern coast of the Black Sea. In Crimea, they set
up important historic centers at Chersonesus (present-day a part of Sevastopol),
Theodosia, and Panticapeum (the center of the so-called Bosphoran kingdom, present-day
Kerch). For the first time the Gothic invasion of 270 AD, and later the Khuns, destroyed
the Greek colonies. From that point forward “the Eurasian steppes would become for

almost a millennium the domain of the Turkic peoples.”4>

Since the establishment of Kievan Rus’ in 852-859 AD, the dominance of the
Turkic peoples over the northern shores of the Black Sea was constantly challenged.46

Princes Oleh (882-9127?) and Thor (912-45) plundered the Khazars’ ports and cities on the

42 Subtelny, Ukraine: a History, 10-13.

43 Jona Lendering, “Herodotus' tenth logos: Scythia. Country and Customs of the Scythians,” Livius
Articles on Ancient History, http://www.livius.org/he-hg/herodotus/logos4 10.html (accessed December
29,2007).

44 Subtelny, Ukraine: a History, 11.
45 1bid., 13.
46 1bid., 27-37.
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Caspian Sea; prince Sviatoslav (962-72), through a series of raids, crushed the Volga
Bulgars, the mighty Khazars, “a people probably of Turkic origin™7 and “razed their
capital at Itil on the Volga.”*8 However, the control over the lands from Volga to
Danube did not endure. It was gone with Sviatoslav’s death. In the late tenth century
(988), prince Volodymyr the Great accepted Christianity, offered by the Byzantine, but
later conquered “the Bytzantine-held Crimean city of Chersonesus” in demand for
marriage with the Bytzantine co-emperor’s sister Anne.4® Again, during the rule of
prince laroslav the Wise (1036-54) the authority of Kievan Rus’ was, once again,

extended to the Black Sea.>?

In sum, despite the efforts of the Kievan Rus’ princes, their control over the
Crimean peninsula was volatile. Crimea was never under their control. Control was only

partial and sporadic.

3. The Mongols, Golden Horde and Crimea

The Mongols flourished under the rule of a gifted leader of the name Temjun. He
adopted a title of Jengis Khan — Khan of Khans. He managed to unify divided and rival
tribes, which later in 1240 managed to capture the Kievan Rus capital of Kiev. Thus, the
territories of former Kievan Rus were included to the Golden Horde, a khanate,
established in the western part of the Mongol Empire, which included Crimea and the

northern shores of the Black Sea.>!

47 Charles J. Halperin, Russia and the Golden Horde: the Mongol Impact on Medieval Russian History
(Bloomington : Indiana University Press, 1985), 11.

48 Subtelny, Ukraine: a History, 31.

49 Ibid., 33.

30 1bid., 34.

51 Halperin, Russia and the Golden Horde, 25.
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Even before the Mongols arrival in the area, it was largely populated by Turks,
who absorbed Mongols and their language.5? This fact is proved by the Golden Horde’s

coinage, which had Turkish script on them.53

The Black Death, the deadly pandemic of the 1340s, was a major factor
contributing to the Golden Horde’s downfall.5>4 A fatal blow to the Horde was dealt by
Tamerlane, who annihilated Tokhtamysh's army, destroyed his capital, looted the
Crimean trade centers, and deported the most skillful craftsmen to his own capital in
Samarkand. In the 1440s, the Horde was again racked by civil war. This time it broke up
into separate Khanates. The Khanate of Crimea was one of them. None of these new

Khanates was stronger than Muscovite Russia, which finally broke free of Tatar control

by 1480.

B. THE KHANATE OF CRIMEA

As the one of the many remnants of the Golden Horde, the Crimean Khanate,
“more than any other preserved the traditions and institutions of the Golden Horde.”>?
Haci Giray, “a descendant of Cingis Khan [Jengis Khan],”5¢ assumed independent power
sometime in between 1420 and 1441.57 He founded a dynasty which ruled the Crimean

Khanate uninterruptedly until 1783, the date of Russia’s annexation of Crimea.

Moreover, the newly established Crimean Khanate required outside support and
assistance for its survival. During his rule, Haci balanced friendship and alliance with
Lithuania along with Poland, who recently extended its influence over former Kievan

Rus’ territories of contemporary Ukraine and Muscovite Russia.>8 It can be explained by

52 David Morgan, The Mongols, (Malden, MA; Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2007), 141,
http://books.google.com/books?id=7nvOSTSSESEC&pg=PA141&ots=30wRcsAzWk&dg=goldenthorde&
sig=Jqd_PSIp-KgwUPqv8ZUGzpINzC4#PPA142. M1 (accessed January 14, 2007).

53 Morgan, The Mongols, 142.

54 Halperin, Russia and the Golden Horde, 32.
33 Tbid., 42.

56 Fisher, The Russian annexation, 2.

57 Ibid. The precise date is a matter of dispute.
38 Ibid., 2-3.
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the fact that Haci Giray himself found refuge from the Golden Horde in Lithuania, and
was born in Lithuania, and the Tatars of Crimea sent the request to Casimir, grand prince

of Lithuania, to “give them Haci Giray as khan.”>?

The Crimean Khanate shared the Crimean peninsula with the Genoese, and tried
to regain their ports and cities in the south and southwest of Crimea.®0 In this effort they
went into an alliance with the relatively new Ottoman Empire, which seized ‘“the
centuries-old Muslim and Turkic dream of...Constantinople, the capital of the East
Roman Empire.”®! Since than the situation was forever changed for the Genoese, whose
trade was dependant on straits now controlled by the Ottomans. In 1454, the Tatars and
the Turks made an unsuccessful attack on the port of Kefe; in 1475 they finally captured
it from the Genoese, strengthening future Crimean-Ottoman political and military

relations.

Some sources suggest that from thirteenth through fifteenth centuries Crimea was
the home for Kingdom Theodoro. It was conquered by the Turks in 1475. It is
considered as a link between the Roman Empire and Slavic states.®2 Sources available on
Theodoro are scarce. However, some existing works suggest that its population

numbered around two hundred thousand just before its fall in 1475.63

In 1460, Haci Giray died suddenly, most likely from poisoning. His death
initiated a period of intense competition for power and leadership over the Crimean
Khanate. Internal fighting was resolved by the establishment of the Ottomans’ political
supremacy over the rival Crimean khans.®4 The Ottomans occupied the vacated Genoese

territories, establishing a special Ottoman province and, in 1478, the Tatars and the

59 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 4.
60 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 5.
61 Ibid.

62 «QOtkryvaya Zabytye Stranitsy Istorii,” Obshchestvo Svyatogo Pheodora Gavrasa,
http://www.graal.org.ua/ru/gosud/zagad.htm (accessed January 15, 2007).

63 «Zemli Knyazhestva Pheodoro: Kolichestvennyi I Etnicheskii Sostav Naseleniya Knyazhestva,”
http://koe-chto.boom.ru/pages/articles/books/feodoro/quantity.htm (accessed January 15, 2007).

64 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 7.
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Ottomans signed a treaty regulating the latter’s authority in Crimea.>  The treaty
promulgated the khan’s authority over internal political and military issues, the Ottoman
sultan was a sovereign in the Crimea and regulated the Crimean khanate foreign relations,

and the khanate supported the Ottomans in their military campaigns.66

Alan W. Fisher, in his book The Crimean Tatars, stressed that, contrary to “the
claims of many Soviet historians” the Crimean Tatars were not “marionettes in Ottomans
hands.”®7 Throughout the history of the Crimean Khanate it made ad hoc alliances with
Poland-Lithuania and Moscow in pursuit of political and economic goals: with Poland-
Lithuania to counter Muscovy and with Muscovy to fight Kazan. The alliance with the
Ottomans was more or less constant and, for substantial compensation, the Tatars
participated in Ottoman military campaigns against its neighbors and more distant

adversaries.68

The Crimean Khanate was very mighty at the beginning of its existence.
However, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries khans started to lose their power
due to domestic instability. The leaders of local clans, the beys, possessed certain wealth,
political and military power, and become less dependent on the khans, acting on their

own without the khan’s consent.

The Ottomans lost strength in Europe and, contrarily, Russia gained power.
Russia had interest in gaining access to the Black Sea and, exploiting Crimean internal
instability and weakness, it invaded and in 1774 forced khans under its influence; and

later in 1783, Crimea was annexed by the Russian empire. 69

C. CRIMEA UNDER RUSSIA’S RULE

After the annexation, Catherine II made a governmental reorganization in Crimea.

It was not the first experience for Russia to rule a Muslim region in the Russian empire:

65 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 9-13.
66 Ibid., 11.

67 Ibid., 14.

68 Fisher, The Russian annexation, 16.
69 Subtelny, Ukraine: a History, 136.
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the Kazan Tatars and Volga Bashkirs were annexed prior to the Crimea annexation.’® To
fulfill her decision, Catherine organized a census in Crimea, a study of the Crimean tax
administration system, and appointed the Crimean District Government (Krymskoe
Zemskoe Pravitel’stvo) of newly established Tavricheskaya oblast’, “the area of the
former Crimean Khanate from the Dnepr River to Taman [it stretched far beyond the
Crimean peninsula itself and included a considerable piece of contemporary Ukraine’s

territory].”7!

The old Khanate’s administrative system was replaced by the usual one that was
within the Russian empire of those days. The vertical administrative-territorial division
was as follows: the oblast’ (region) was within the gubernia of Ekaterinislav and Tavrid
and consisted of seven uezds (districts). In terms of religion, Russian policy of the late
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was intended to eradicate Islam within the Russian
empire. Later on in 1773, Catherine, who was irreligious herself, issued her ‘Toleration

of All Faiths’ decree, allowing the Tatars to practice Islam.”2

Catherine realized that the use of Russian administrators was not very productive
in settling down issues in native regions.”® Thus she decided to stuff as much as possible
into positions in uezds by natives. Moreover, she permitted the local native elders to be
in charge of daily routines in certain regions of Tavricheskaya oblast’. Similarly to the
Kazan Tatar mirzas (local nobility), she allowed Crimean mirzas to receive “Russian
charters in pomestie lands,” “to own...peasants (non-Christian),” and “to hold ranks in

the Russian army.”74

Catherine allowed each Crimean “to enjoy the same duties and privileges as did
his counterpart in Russia.”’> At the same time, she allowed for those who did not to want

to have Russian citizenship to leave for the Ottoman Empire. It was estimated that during

70 Fisher, The Russian annexation, 139.
71 Ibid.,142.
72 Ibid., 149.
73 Ibid., 142.
74 Ibid., 143.
75 Ibid., 139.
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the first decade after annexation, the amount of Tatars that left the Crimea ranged
approximately from 20,000-30,0007¢ to 150,000-200,00077 with the pre-annexation
Crimean Tatar population of “a little less than a half-million.””8 The mass exodus of
Tatars during the last decade of the Crimean Khanate (since 177279) and the first decade
after annexation has left vast amounts of land vacant, which, besides the demographics,

had some negative effects on the agriculture.

On the other side, free land in the state’s disposal tempted the colonists. By the
beginning of the nineteenth century, besides the 8,746 Russians30 who existed before,
some “35,000 non-Muslims had been settled in the Crimean peninsula....the former
Crimean Khanate, which included lands from the Dnestr to the Kuban Rivers, there were

just under 100,000 Russian settlers.”8!

The annexation of Crimea is an important event in Russian history. “By annexing
the Crimea Russia achieved what many considered to be her ‘natural’ southern
frontiers.”82  Nineteenth-century Crimean nationalism had spread to other Muslim
entities within the Russian Empire with increasingly anti-Russian feelings, caused by

Russian disrespect for Tatar culture and forced Russification.

However, suppression of the Tatar culture needs to be viewed through the
comparative lenses with the Russian empire’s attitude toward the Ukrainian one. For the
Tatars, “the government encouraged cultural traditionalism...Turkish, Arabic, and Koran
were taught” in schools and universities.83 Tatar intelligentsia published their books,
journals and newspapers. In Ukraine, the use of the Ukrainian language was suppressed.

For instance, “in...118-year period 3,214 titles [mostly belles-lettres] saw publication, on

76 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 78.

77 Fisher, The Russian annexation, 145-146.
78 Tbid.

79 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 75.

80 1bid., 79.

81 Fisher, The Russian annexation, 147.

82 1bid., 157.

83 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 98.
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the average twenty-seven titles per year for a population of approximately twenty
million.”84 With periodicals the situation was much worse: “the first daily newspaper in
the Ukrainian language was not founded until 1905... [It] survived until 1914.”85 On the
contrary, the Tatars published twelve newspapers in 1914,8¢ which allows one to

conclude that the Tatars were better off under Imperial Russia rule than other minorities.

D. CRIMEA IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY
1. Crimea After the 1917 Revolution and During the Civil War

During the Russian revolutions of 1917-18 Tatar nationalists increasingly claimed
their independence.8” The first World War caused a crisis in the identity of the Crimean
Tatars. On the one side, the Tatars were represented in the Duma (the legislature), within
the Russian executive they participated in Muslim organizations and fought on the
western front of World War I. On the other hand, the Ottoman Empire supported
Russia’s enemies in World War I and the idea about the war against it was hardly

acceptable.

“The Crimean Tatars were psychologically prepared to support any movement to
eliminate the tsarist regime, and to remove from the Crimea Russian institutions
representing centralized state control and authority.”®® 1In 1917, three main political
groups were active in Crimea: the Tatar National Directory, the Crimean Provincial
Assembly (the organization of Russian and Ukrainian liberals in Crimea), and the
Bolshevics. The former two were against the latter and formed a Crimean General

Headquarters. The Bolshevics were not supported by the indigenous population, but they

84 Bohdan Krawchenko, Social Change and National Consciousness in Twentieth-Century Ukraine,
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1985), 27.

85 Krawchenko, Social Change.

86 Ibid., 27.

87 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 111.
88 Tbid.
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were supported in the garrisons in Sevastopol. After the Russian revolution, the Tatar
National Constituent Assembly (Kurultai) in Bahchesaray accepted a constitution of the

Crimean state.89

The Bolshevics realized the danger of Crimean secession from the newly
proclaimed soviet state. As a preemptive strike, they first seized control over the local
government of Sevastopol; later on, naval squadrons landed at Feodosia and Kerch, and
forward toward Bahcesaray and Simferopol.0 Finally, the Bolshevics advanced to
Simferopol, defeated units of the Tatar cavalry and disbanded Kurultai. Thus, the Tatars’
dreams about their own statehood had become a reality for the first time since 1783 for
only several months. However, it was the same for the first Bolshevic administration as

well until “the German occupation forces destroyed it.”!

During the Russian Civil War of 1918-1921, Crimea was the arena for struggling
interest groups. The Tatars had received no respect for their interests from the both the
Bolshevics and the Whites,?? the Volunteer Army comprised of former tsarists military.
Neither side was interested in having Crimea become independent; each of them saw
Russia unified under their own set of ideas. Finally, in October of 1920, the Bolshevics

occupied Crimea and stayed there until the German invasion of 1941.

2. Crimea in the Soviet Union

In the Soviet Union, Crimea received a status of the Crimean Autonomous Soviet
Socialist Republic and, administratively (Crimean ASSR), it was a part of the Russian
Socialist Federative Republic (RSFSR).93 For that time, the Crimean Tatars constituted
about one-fourth of the Crimean ASSR population. The autonomy was limited and

Moscow remained in charge of most of the Crimean activities, with the probable

89 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 115.
90 1bid., 119.
91 1bid., 120.
92 1bid., 127.
93 1bid., 134.
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exception of issues of justice, education, and healthcare. Two important port cities,
Sevastopol and Evpatoria, were excluded from the Crimean jurisdiction and were

subordinated directly to Moscow.

Crimea, along with many other areas of the Soviet Union, experienced two
famines, one during 1921-22 and the other during 1932-33. It was primarily caused by
the disastrous effects of the Soviet rule.?* For the former case, private property was
abolished in 192195  For the latter, the Stalin’s pushed forward a policy of
collectivization after abolishing the right for private property. Both undertakings ended
up with reduced effectiveness in agricultural production, causing food shortages, already
multiplied by food confiscations and its transfers for the sake of the policy of

industrialization.

During World War II, Crimea was relatively easy, with the exception of
Sevastopol which heroically resisted until July 1942, occupied by the Germans,
Romanians, and Italians for the period of time from 1941-1944. Immediately after
Crimea came back under the Soviet control in early 1944, Stalin ordered a deportation of
the Crimean Tatars and other smaller minorities as collective punishment for their
collaboration with the Nazis. In 1967, the Tatars were rehabilitated but banned from

returning back to Crimea.?¢

The Crimean ASSR was abolished in 1945 and was reorganized into the Crimean
Oblast” of the RSFSR. In 1954, it was transferred under the jurisdiction of Ukrainian
SSR due to close geographic, economic, and cultural ties to Ukraine, and as a friendly
gesture symbolizing the 300th anniversary of the treaty which unified Russia and
Ukraine.?” During the years after WWII and up until the dissolution of the USSR, the
Crimea was developed as the tourist destination and the base for the Black Sea Fleet

(BSF).

94 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars., 137.
951bid., 136.

96 Edward Allworth, Tatars of the Crimea: Their Struggle for Survival (Durham and London: Duke
University Press, 1988), 145.

97 Roman Solchanyk, “Crimea: Between Ukraine and Russia,” in Crimea: Dynamics, Challenges, and
Prospects, ed. Maria Drohobycky, (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 1995), 5.
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Under the Soviet Union the demographics of Crimea changed significantly.
Hunger from the 1921-22 famine resulted in a population decrease of more than 21
percent.”® One hundred thousand people died of starvation (60 percent of them were
Crimean Tatars) and fifty thousand, mainly the Tatars, fled abroad. As of 1923, 25
percent (one hundred fifty thousand) of the Crimean population were the Tatars.
Thirty-five to forty thousand Crimean Tatars were removed to Siberia as part of Stalin’s
attack on Crimean Tatars nationalism; pre-war the Crimean Tatars population was about
three hundred-two thousand, and in late 1970s fewer than twelve hundred Tatar families

were registered in Crimea.

Such a dramatic shift was caused by the deportation of the Tatars and other
minorities. The deportation of the Crimean Tatars and other minorities from Crimea was
initiated by Stalin in 1944 after the liberation of Crimea by the Soviet Army and will be
studied in detail later in this thesis. During the German occupation of Crimea some
15,000-20,000 Crimean Tatars served for the Germans to fight partisans in the Crimean
Mountains.!0 Fisher refers to different estimates of about 20,000-53,000 Crimean Tatars
fighting against Germany in the Red Army and up to twelve thousand in the resistance
and the underground.10! Stalin disregarded the Crimean Tatar participation in the Great

Patriotic War against Nazi Germany and ordered their deportation to Central Asia.

3. Crimea as Part of Independent Ukraine

The history of Crimea as part of independent Ukraine will be discussed later in
this thesis in Chapter III. However, several points need to be mentioned upfront:
° With the disintegration of the Soviet Union, Ukraine inherited Crimea, a

region with untypical demographics in comparison to its other regions;

98 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, 137.
99 Ibid., 138.

100 Figher, The Crimean Tatars, 155.
101 1bid., 161.
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° Not long before the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Crimean Tatars, the
nation in exile, began to return to Crimea en masse, further exacerbating
difficult economic, political, and ethnic situation there; and

o The former Soviet Black Sea Fleet was stationed mostly in Crimea, and
Russia did not want to lose its assets and opportunities they were receiving

in the Black Sea region.

E. CONCLUSION

Crimea possesses an important place in the Black Sea region. The history of
Crimea was shaped by its important location, and made it the aim and the arena for
interstate competition. It was a crossroad for different cultures, religions, and peoples
with different levels of socioeconomic development. Ukraine with the Crimea, as an
integral part of the state territory, inherited the set of territorial, political, social and

economic problems predetermined by its history.

In the times considered as modern history, Crimea was the edge of the Golden
Horde, Russian, Ottoman empires, and the Soviet Union. Each side of a dispute —
Crimean Tatars, Russians, and Ukrainians — spins around and refers to and interprets the
history to justify its own policy. Interrelations between aristocrats of the Golden Horde
and the Islamic and Nomadic tribes gave way to the emergence of a semi-autonomous
Crimean Tatar state in 1475. Despite the fact that it was a protector of the Ottoman

Turks, the Khanate of Crimea was considered the pinnacle of Crimean Tatar history.

Territorially Crimea fell under Russian rule in 1783 and remained that way up
until 1954, when it was transferred to Ukraine. During those times the ethnic
composition of the Crimean peninsula changed dramatically. Both the forced and natural
influx of Russians marginalized the Crimean Tatars presence to a mere 26 percent in
1921. Deportation of the Crimean Tatars and other minorities further diminished the

Crimean Tatars presence there.

The collapse of the Soviet Union left Ukraine with the legacy of unresolved

military, economic, political, and ethnic problems and made Crimea a conflict prone area.
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1. CRIMEA’S IMPORTANCE TO SECURITY IN THE BLACK
SEA REGION

A SYMBOLIC AND STRATEGIC IMPORTANCE OF CRIMEA FOR
RUSSIA AND UKRAINE

Crimea has strategic and symbolic importance for both Ukraine and Russia,
sufficiently so that any disagreement over Crimea might trigger an intra-state conflict
between them.102 There are many examples of bloody intra-state conflicts among former
communist states: Bosnia, Kosovo, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Chechnya, Nakhichevan,
Dagestan, Transdnestria, and Karabakh are lands artificially divided for the sake of
politics and ideas in which such a conflict has erupted. Crimea represents “a complex
territorial challenge”103 along similar lines, based on historic myths and embellishments,
as well as contemporary developments. There are several state actors and an abundance
of non-state actors involved in the Crimean question. State actors — Ukraine, Russia,
and (to a much lesser extent) Turkey — and the most prominent non-state actor and
ethnic group, the Crimean Tatars, will shape the possible outcomes in the Crimean
peninsula. Crimea is also important geopolitically to the U.S. because “whoever controls
Crimea, will attempt to impose its will on all ongoing events in the region, because
Crimea is the major gateway to the entire Slavonic world.”104 In an energy-hungry world

the Black Sea Region is a regional hub for the distribution of oil and natural gas.105

102 Ronald D. Leibowitz, review of Perceptions of Security: Public Opinion and Expert Assessments
in Europe’s New Democracies, by Richard Smoke, JSTOR: The Scholarly Journal Archive, Autumn, 1998,
http://www.jstor.org/cgi-
bin/jstor/printpage/00376779/di000576/00p00732/0.pdf?backcontext=page&dowhat=Acrobat&config=jsto
r&userID=cd9b41e2@nps.navy.mil/01c0a80a6a00501ce3c0d&0.pdf (Accessed December 26, 2007); and
Taras Kuzio, Russia-Crimea-Ukraine: Triangle of Conflict (London: Research Institute for the Study of
Conflict and Terrorism, 1994), 1.

103 Sagse, The Crimea Question, 10.

104 Sergei Sardanovsky, “Regional Security of Ukraine: External Factors,” The Black Sea Area
Research Group, www.bsarg.crimeainfo.com/Rserch/10_Regional_Security of Ukraine.rtf (accessed
December 26, 2007).

105 A Necdet Pamir, “Energy and Pipeline Security in the Black Sea and Caspian Sea Regions:
Challenges and Solutions,” in The Black Sea Region: Cooperation and Security Building, ed. Oleksandr
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To date, actual conflict in Crimea has been averted despite ample opportunities
for violence arising from “a clash between Ukraine and Russia, an intraregional political
conflict among ethnopolitical groups, internecine conflict among the Crimean Russian
elites, and a center-periphery conflict between Kiev and Simferopol.”196  Yet the
plausibility of a conflict involving the Crimean Tatars is high. It is in the remission stage

and can explode if not addressed properly.

1. Importance of Crimea to Turkey

Crimea is important to Turkey mostly symbolically and, to a certain extent,
geopolitically. In theory, the possibility of Crimea’s secession to Turkey exists, but has
“not yet entered Crimean political debate.”197 The history of Crimea provides certain
grounds for that. The Crimean Tatars enjoy official support by the Turkish Government
and tacit support from the extensive — fivel98 to seven!%® million — Crimean Tatar
Diaspora in Turkey. Since 1998, the Turkish government, through the Crimean office of
Turkish Agency for International Cooperation, has been involved in the construction of
mosques and accommodations for returning Tatars; Turkey also grants scholarships for

the Crimean Tatars to get higher education in Turkey.!10

The ‘Crimean Turks’ — the name for the Crimean Tatar Diaspora in Turkey —
are presently well integrated into the Turkish society, and are not very active in
supporting the Crimean Tatars in Crimea. Turkish scholar Filiz Tutku Aydin provides an
explanation for this.!!! First of all, the Diaspora Tatars speak Turkish not Crimean Tatar,

and did not identify with Crimea up until the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Currently,
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Crimean Turks are attempting to recover their identity as Crimean, but they are only in
the initial stage. Second, the idea of Crimean Tatar nationalism is popular among the
elites, not at the grass roots level. Third, the dissolution of the Soviet Union removed the
Iron Curtain and allowed increasing social and political ties between the Crimean and

Diaspora Tatar community.

In geopolitical terms, Turkey and Russia are “eternal rivals” who want “to play
the dominant role in the Black Sea region.”’!!2 Since 1991, Russia’s position has
weakened there and, following this logic, Turkey tried to take advantage of the situation.
Turkey spread its influence over Turkish-speaking former Soviet republics and initiated
the creation of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) in 1992 to strengthen its
leading position in the Black Sea region.!13 However, the lack of resources at the
disposal of Turkish government and the emergence of a Russia-Greece-Bulgaria
alliance!l4 in the BSEC almost leveled its regional leadership. Despite the negative
results from attempts to establish regional leadership, Turkey carefully watches the
developments in Crimea in order to take advantage of possible errors of Ukraine’s
policy.!15 This does not necessarily mean that Turkey seeks to weaken Ukraine, its ally

in balancing Russia. It might reinforce its own position in bilateral relations.

The Turkish government is friendly to Ukraine and, at least declaratively,
supports its territorial unity against Russia’s claims for the Black Sea Fleet and the
Crimean peninsula, but its policies may still destabilize the situation with the Crimean
Tatars.!1¢ Individual assistance by members of the Diaspora is less controllable by the

governments and might be directed both for good and for bad.
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2. Importance of Crimea to Russia

Crimea 1is significant to Russia ethnically, militarily, symbolically, and
economically. Russia’s attempts to open a consulate in Simferopol, to grant Russian
citizenship to ethnic Russians living in Crimea, to establish a permanent representation of
Russian parliament in the Crimean parliament and vise versall7 in the 1990s emphasizes

the importance of Crimea to Russia.

a. Ethnic Importance of Crimea

Russia’s nationalist extremists argue that the majority of the population in
Crimea is ethnic Russians. The cause of protecting ethnic Russians in non-Russian states
encourages some Russian Generals and politicians to intervene in potentially troubled
regions.!18  This was the case in Transdnistria and other places. In Crimea, Russian
Admirals supported pro-Russian nationalists, at least rhetorically, and their support had
never been at the same level as in other areas of ethnic tensions in the former Soviet
Union. Still, Russian Generals and Admirals are not well in control of democratically
elected civilians. Admirals in Sevastopol enjoy a certain level of freedom, at least in the
economic sphere. Civil-Military relations in Russia are not democratic and the Russian

Parliament is not yet in control of the military.119

Former President Yeltsin, who was much softer than his successor Putin,
linked withdrawal of Russian troops from Latvia and Estonia with “greater minority
rights” for ethnic Russians.!20 These claims, however, have not materialized in any

considerable way in Crimea. The situation, aggravated by the constant conflicts between
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(accessed January 7, 2007).
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ethnic Russians and returned Crimean Tatars who lack jobs and housing, provides

additional justification for Russia’s hard tone towards Ukraine.

b. Military Importance of Crimea

Russia possesses an extensive military infrastructure in Crimea, and values
Sevastopol as a warm-water naval base.!2! Sevastopol was intended to be a naval base
from the very beginning of its establishment in the eighteenth century and went through
significant modernization to achieve its present military infrastructure. It would take a
long time and considerable financial resources to rebuild the same facilities on the

Russian shores of the Black Sea.

Crimea is an ‘unsinkable aircraft carrier’!??2 that has recently become
home to twenty-one SU-24M front-line bombers, capable of delivering nuclear
weapons.!23  Crimea provides great advantages for Russia in attempts to regain its
dominance in the Black Sea region, despite significantly narrowed basing options for the
Russian Black Sea Fleet (BSF). Currently, in Ukraine the Russian BSF still retains three

out of ten basing points of the former Soviet BSF and three out of thirteen airfields.124

In military and strategic terms, Russia claims that its BSF plays an
important role in protecting “the southern flank of Russia and Ukraine from Turkey and
NATO.”125 However, that is not true due to aging hardware (some refer to the ships of

the BSF as “the world’s largest naval museum”!26) and insufficient funding of the
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Russian Navy. Moreover, Ukraine holds the largest ship repair facilities in the former
Soviet Union, whose services are offered to Russia for market prices.!2” RBSF units
hold some navigation facilities in Crimea to serve dual purposes — to maintain marine

passenger and merchant routs and serve the RBSF.128

C. Historic and Symbolic Importance of Crimea

“Historically both the Black Sea Fleet and Crimea itself are of great
symbolic significance to many Russian politicians.”129 Catherine the Great established
the BSF in 1771 and Russia, after success in conflicts with the Ottomans, through a treaty
acquired the right to base it in the Black Sea. Former Commander of the Russian BSF,
Admiral Victor Kravchenko, called the Black Sea a ‘Russian Ocean,” referring to
Russia’s long and successful “struggle for the possession of the Black Sea.”130 Songs,
poems and books, and memorials about Sevastopol as the city of Russian glory and the
city of Russian sailors are signs of its symbolic importance to Russia.!3! Maintaining the
presence of the RBSF in Crimea Russia achieves a symbolic goal. It stresses that Russia
extends to Crimea, and Ukraine is not as separate and independent as it wants to claim.!32
Moreover, some high-ranking Russian officials used new tactics in response to a recent
series of statements about the withdrawal of the RBSF from Ukraine in 2017. Russian
Ambassador to Ukraine, Victor Chernomyrdin, made a statement that Crimean Tatars are
waiting for the RBSF withdrawal in order to claim wider autonomy within Ukraine, and

then for full independence; he also hypothesized that Ukraine will beg Russia to leave its
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fleet in Ukraine, due to the inability of local officials to deal with the problem.133 In
attempt to restore the leading role of Russia over the ‘near abroad,” some Russian
politicians employed the term ‘Russian heritage’134 as the criterion for evaluation of
friendliness of a NIS to Russia. Attempts to expel the BSF from Sevastopol deny
Russia’s mythmaking about Russian and Soviet naval glory.135 Ukraine’s request to join
NATO seriously undermines the claim of ‘Russian heritage’ in Ukraine and Crimea, and

has revitalized claims among Russian nationalists to protect ethnic Russians in Ukraine.

d. Economic Importance of Crimea

Twenty-five percent of Russian foreign trade travels across the Black Sea
via Ukraine.13¢ It also requires port facilities in Ukraine to process the goods. In
addition, “the BSEC countries account for 15-16 percent of Russia’s trade.”!37 Thus, the
Crimean ports are important for ensuring uninterruptible commodities flow to the region,
while the only modern port on the Russian Black Sea cost, Novorossiysk,!38 is not
operational for approximately two winter months. Moreover, in the Soviet Union,
Crimea was a major tourist destination. Russian business might be interested in investing

in the Crimean tourist infrastructure.

The republics of the former Soviet Union were connected by economic
interdependence. After its dissolution, Yeltsin invented the term ‘near abroad’ for the
former Soviet space and attempted to declare that entire geopolitical space as a zone of
Russian interests. Ukraine and Crimea are not an exception from the rule and, besides

other interests, constitute a zone of its economic interests.
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3. Importance of Crimea to Ukraine

“Developments in Crimea are significant to Ukraine in terms of more than simply
traditional security concerns.”!39 Ukraine’s capacity to maintain stability in Crimea
generates certain political implications and a precedent for dealing with other challenges
Ukraine is facing since it gained independence. Crimea is also significant to Ukraine
economically and strategically. Economically, Crimea is subsidized by Ukraine, but has
a huge potential to be profitable. Strategically, Crimea is almost a centre of the Black
Sea, facilitating rapid access to any part of it. A number or scholars agree that Ukraine’s
territorial integrity and state-building efforts are threatened not from outside but from

inside due to internal political instability in general, and in Crimea in particular.140

a. Political Importance of Crimea

Successful settlement of the Crimea question would bring several political
dividends to Ukraine. First, Ukraine’s ability to withstand Russia’s pressure on Crimean
issues adds significance to its standing as a newly independent state. A good deal was
accomplished in this direction with the overcoming of the waves of Crimean separatism
in 1992-95, and the conclusion of the bilateral Treaty with Russia on Friendship and
Cooperation in May 1997. However, state-building efforts are still in progress with the
integration of the Crimean Tatars and other minorities — Armenians, Germans,
Bulgarians and Greeks — who have returned to Ukraine from exile. Thus, Ukraine is
still in the process of acquiring political maturity by dealing with the minorities issue in

Crimea.

Second, Ukraine itself is a divided nation.!4! Primarily, the crisis of
identity among the Ukrainians divides them between West and East, whose inhabitants
are respectively pro-Western and pro-Russian in their preferences. Ukraine is also

divided religiously between Christians (the majority of Russians, Ukrainians and others)
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and Muslims (Crimean Tatars). Christians are divided between the Orthodox and Roman
Catholic Churches, and even Orthodox are separated into two main branches — the ones
subordinated to the Moscow Patriarchate and the other to the Kievan Patriarchate.
Samuel Huntington noted these divisions in his essay “The Clash of Civilizations?’142
Huntington, who visited Ukraine several times, drew a fault line which runs right across
Ukraine and divides Western Christianity and Orthodoxy (under Russia’s patronage) plus

Islam (Crimean Tatars and other Muslim minorities of the former USSR).

The geostrategic place of Ukraine is such that the more unstable Ukraine
becomes, the higher its importance because it is the key for all of Central and Eastern
Europe. Huntington’s argument, however fatalistic, presents a daunting prognosis for the
immature Ukrainian state, especially in light of growing calls for federalization of
Ukraine, and the inability of the government to solve Crimean Tatar problems. If
Huntington’s prediction came true, instability and ethnic turmoil might spread to the new

EU members, bordering Ukraine against which no new ‘iron curtain’ could be erected.

The third dividend is derivative from the former two. Ukraine is eager to
move toward the West, to NATO and the European Union (EU). If it remains as
politically unstable!43 as it is currently, its Euro-Atlantic aspirations will remain

unattainable.

b. Economic Importance of Crimea

Despite the fact that Crimea is currently subsidized by Ukraine,!44 the

Black Sea region and Crimea are considered to have the potential to boost Ukraine’s
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economic growth by increased tourism, maritime transportation, exploitation of the Black
Sea and the Crimean peninsula oil and natural gas resources, and as a transit area to
Russian, Caucasus, and Central Asia goods. The tourism business has the biggest
potential for development. Crimea was a vacation playground for the Soviet elite and a
popular tourist destination before the Soviet Union collapsed.!4> Currently, the tourist
infrastructure of Crimea is in bad shape, but if the region were to become stable and the
infrastructure undergoes renovation and restructuring, tourism’s 8.2 percent share in

Ukrainian Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of 1998146 might be higher.

Ukrainian ports, Sevastopol among them, are closer to Russian
manufacturers than Russian ones. This fact, multiplied by the reduced tariffs in
Ukrainian ports,!47 might divert the flow of goods from Novorossiysk. Russian intent to
build a bridge over the Kerch Strait to connect Russia and Crimeal48 supports this
hypothesis. Crimea has significant amounts of natural gas and oil. However, the energy
sector of Ukrainian economy is not efficient, mostly due to its obsolescence. If it gets
modernized, Russia’s share in the Ukrainian energy market might decrease, reducing

dependency.

C. Strategic Importance of Crimea

As a newly independent state, Ukraine is in search of its place in the
geopolitical space. The Black Sea region is important as a link to South Eastern Europe
and, through Turkey, to the Middle East. Participation in pipeline projects distributing
Caspian and Central Asian energy resources allows Ukraine to reduce its dangerous
dependence on Russian energy. Finding a workable solution for the Crimean problems
makes Ukraine more attractive to foreign investments, including from other states of the

Black Sea region.
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Like its Russian counterpart, the Ukrainian Navy enjoys year-round access
to a warm water base and other military facilities left over from the Soviet Union times.
This contributes to more effective and efficient maritime operations to secure trade routes
and control and defense sea lines in the Black Sea region. Moreover, if Crimea is not
Ukrainian, it would much easier become a source of drug and human trafficking from
Caucasus and Central Asia, an influx of refugees to southern regions of Ukraine, and a

source of other security concerns.

The other angle of strategic importance of Crimea to Ukraine lies in
creating a precedent to deal with West-East divide in Ukraine. In Crimea, the expectation
for ethnic conflict is high. Conflict-prone Crimea is often compared with Transdnistria,
Abkhazia, and even Chechnya.!4® If Crimean Tatar, Ukrainian, and Russian nationalism
get reconciled in Crimea, it may provide a model for the broader reconciliation of

western and eastern Ukraine.

B. UKRAINE’S POLICY IN CRIMEA SINCE 1991
1. Developments in Ukraine — Crimea Context before 2004

With the disintegration of the Soviet Union, Crimea became an integral part of the
newly independent state of Ukraine. Crimea is an atypical region of Ukraine for several
reasons. Ethnically, Crimea was the only region in Ukraine with a substantial majority of
Russians.!30  Culturally Crimea was Russified;!3! even its administration still utilizes
Russian in its paperwork, despite the fact that the only official language in Ukraine is
Ukrainian.152 Historically, at least from the Russian point of view, Crimea was a part of

Russia until Khrushchev, ethnic Russian and the former leader of Ukraine, transferred it
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to the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic in 1954. Crimea is the home for the BSF and

Sevastopol is still considered as “the city of Russian glory.”!53

Crimea was “considered a hot spot”!34 posing a considerable threat to the unity of
the Ukrainian state. In 1991, while Crimean oblast’ was a part of the Ukrainian SSR, its
local authorities arranged a referendum to establish the Crimean Autonomous Soviet
Socialist Republic (ASSR)!55 within the Soviet Union, with the support of more than 80
percent of the population.!36 The legal legitimacy for the referendum is questionable,
because “no referendum law was in existence at the time neither in the Soviet Union nor

in Ukraine.”!57 Yet it reflected undeniable demographic facts.

The Crimean Tatars’ influence upon the referendum’s result equated to zero. At
that time the Tatars constituted a tiny segment of the Crimean population. In the spring
of 1987 there were only 17,4008 Crimean Tatars out of the more than two million of
Crimea’s population. They were granted the right of return to the homeland before the
Soviet Union collapsed, and by June of 1991 the Crimean Tatar population had increased
to one hundred thirty-five thousand.!®® 1In addition, most Tatars boycotted the

referendum!0 because they preferred to remain as a part of Ukraine. 161

Despite the absence of any legal grounds for the referendum, the authorities in

Kiev accepted the voice of the Crimean population to a certain extent — the Ukrainian
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parliament gave the peninsula the status of autonomous republic to calm the moves
toward returning Crimea under the jurisdiction of the RSFSR.162  After Ukraine
proclaimed independence on August 24, 1991, the Crimean Supreme Soviet (the
parliament) confirmed the sovereignty of the peninsula as a part of Ukraine.103 The
collapse of the Soviet single party system in turn paved the way for the development of

diverse political forces with different agendas.

The Republican Movement of Crimea (the Russian acronym RDK) emerged right
after Ukraine declared its independence, with the objective to ensure Crimea’s