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Introduction. The research of political crises is 
mainly focused on their causes and development sce-
narios. As a general tendency, some objective factors 
affecting the crisis are emphasized, i.e. economics, 
demographics, religious and cultural, or historical prec-
edents. Yet, the political sphere presupposes dominat-
ing subjective factors, mostly related to the decisions 
on solving complex social issues. Political decisions 
are passed in a political framework, which has spe-
cific functions of “regulating selectively the distribu-
tion of social risks, and so of reducing fear, through 
the competitive allocation of security values” [28, p. 38].

The principle of including/excluding certain 
issues in political processes determines a selec-
tive nature of political decision-making. Selectivity 
of the political decision-making has been formalized 
first in the non-decision-theory started by Bachrach 
and Baratz [3–5] and developed through the critical 
re-estimation by Frey [10], McGrew and Wilson [18]. 
Further, it has been introduced in agenda-setting 
studies (Riker [19]) and the conception of selective 
regulating social risks (Zolo [28]). Applied research in 
this area is mainly focused on non-decisions in local 
policy-making (Gregory [12], Sammon and McAvinue 
[22]) and in international politics (Judge [15]).

Studying political decisions mainly concentrates 
on either the personal or the normative aspects.  

However, the integral element of decision-making – 
conscious or unconscious exclusion of certain issues 
out of the public sphere – is often ignored. In order 
to reach a political stability, the authorities need to 
establish certain structures of decision-making, but 
also have to use a wider range of filters for previ-
ous selections, which Bachrach and Baratz called 
«non-decisions» [4], that is considered as «the 
second face of power» [3]. The first (visible) face 
embodied the power and reflects it in concrete deci-
sions or activities aimed directly at those decisions, 
and the second (hidden) face power is the possibility, 
when «some person or association could limit deci-
sion-making to relatively non-controversial matters, 
by influencing community values and political pro-
cedures and rituals, notwithstanding that there are 
in the community serious but latent power conflicts» 
[3, p. 949]. Thus, non-decision-making is “a means, 
by which demands for change in the existing alloca-
tion of benefits and privileges in the community can 
be suffocated before they are even voiced” [5, p. 44].

If one uses the definition of functions of power 
suggested by Lukes [17, p. 28], it becomes apparent 
the practice of non-decision is implemented when 
the most influential members of the group or commu-
nity decisively and effectively manipulate the situa-
tion in order to prevent individual frustration turn into 
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full-blown problems that Schattschneider defined as 
“mobilization of bias: some issues are organized into 
politics while others are organized out” [23, p. 71].

Special theoretical debates highlighted the ques-
tion – what exactly non-decisions are and how they 
correlate with non-issues. In this debate Frey offered 
to separate “the formal yet uncinated decision of gov-
ernment, as manifested in bills, laws, regulations, 
hearing and the like” from the issues presenting 
«”those topics that appear in community newspapers 
and other media over a stipulated period” [10, p. 1083]. 
Yet, we support the opinion of McGrew and Wilson, 
claiming that, “in many cases non-decisions are deci-
sions” [18,  p.  25]. This is decision, which obviously 
is not formalized by authorities and not submitted to 
the agenda.

To analyze this approach to non-decisions Riker 
introduced the concept of heresthetic, calling the strat-
egy, which aims to obtain an advantage through 
manipulation of circumstances in which a political 
choice is made. Heresthetic methods can be split into 
two categories, depending on whether they operate 
through the agenda or assessment criteria. Govern-
mental officials, such as speakers of the legislative 
body or meeting chairpersons can influence the politi-
cal outcome in some way by forming a decision-mak-
ing process. Sometimes they can do it directly in 
their interests, abandoning consideration of various 
alternatives – perhaps justifying the actions with 
the demand to become more familiar with the issue. 
Another time they can achieve their goals by deter-
mining the order of consideration of alternatives. 
Whoever forms the agenda is in a winning position, 
because the issue included into it will be registered as 
political course. Another way is to mobilize other polit-
ical actors in one’s benefit so as locking suggestions 
would cost much to the creators of agenda.

It is hard to identify latent manipulative practices 
that lead to the exclusion or restriction of certain cat-
egories of interests from the political agenda. Politi-
cians can manipulate by information that is put into 
the decision-making and deliberately avoiding or dis-
torting statements of those whose opinions may differ. 
Prevention of decision-making in this way can take 
place when alternative ideas and approaches are 
leveled off in the sake of national interest.

The armed conflict in Ukraine and the tense rela-
tions between Western countries and Russia lately 
have become of the top research topics. Current con-
flict in Ukraine is generally considered as a proxy con-
flict between the West and Russia, which occurred as 
a result of a dissonance between Russia’s viewing 
its role in the global arena and attempts of European 
elites to extrapolate neoliberal principles on relations 
with Russia. We argue, that Ukrainian crisis should 
be considered more thoroughly, including the analy-
sis of non-decisions on strategically important issues 
during the entire period of Ukrainian independence.

The purpose and tasks. The purpose of the arti-
cle is to to reveal the most significant non-decisions 
in Ukraine’s domestic and foreign affairs, since get-
ting independence, contributed to the enhancing 
of frustration tendencies and resulted in inner social 
crisis, conflict with Russia and loss of sovereignty 
over a part of territory: Donetsk and Lugansk regions 
and Crimea peninsula.

Present work evaluates the non-decision as 
a selective technique of regulating political pro-
cesses. Such an approach enables to include both 
reasons and consequences of non-decision into esti-
mating the process of decision-making. The empha-
sis is made on that selective principles of political 
decision-making may have ambiguous influence on 
the stability of a political system, i.e. can reduce 
or enhance the risk of frustration of political pro-
cess. On the case of Ukraine the study shows, how 
the non-decisions in the domestic and foreign affairs 
contributed to fixing frustration trends inside and out-
side the state and eventually led to an internal social 
crisis, a conflict with Russia and the loss of sovereig-
nity over part of the territory.

Methods of research. The types of non-deci-
sions presented and tested by Clun [7], Gregory [12], 
Judge [15], Sammon and McAvinue [22] are applied 
to the policy-making Ukraine, which served as a case-
study. The study is focused on the demonstration 
of those non-decision practices, which resulted into 
destructive consequences for Ukraine in 2013–2014. 
The key point in this analysis is that since getting inde-
pendence in 1991, Ukraine’s political system suffers 
from the systematic non-decision-making on strategic 
issues that led to essential delay of reforms, the lack 
of a clear position on the international arena, and inter-
nal disintegration of society. From other side, Euro-
pean political elites’ non-decisions regarding Ukraine-
to-EU integration contributed to a vague geopolitical 
situation affecting a significant part of the continent.

Results. The non-decisions can be implemented 
in a number of ways: from using conventional pro-
cedures to manipulative practices focused on val-
ues and myths, and even the threat of using force. 
The most common technique of selective approach 
to policymaking is the rule of anticipated reactions 
[7;  12]. This approach is used when someone 
decides not to make claims to another in an attempt 
to avoid a direct confrontation, or because of con-
cerns that such behavior could lead to sanctions 
against them. In the political sphere, governmental 
actors use this method through blocking opposi-
tion to enter the agenda the uncomfortable issues. 
In the international practice, the rule of anticipated 
reactions used to ensure the stability on the conten-
tious issue, especially when the actors are unequal 
in their resource capabilities. Nonetheless, the con-
sequences of this approach to decision-making can 
be long-term frozen conflicts.
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One of the most problematic issues facing Ukraine 
after the USSR collapse has been the demarcation 
of borders with neighboring countries. A rather uncer-
tain situation occurred between Ukraine and Russia. 
Ukrainian government did not insist on the including 
the border demarcation between two countries into 
the agenda over a long time, and in fact this process 
has not been completed yet now. Along with many 
other reasons, it happened due to Ukraine’s depend-
ence on Russian energy supplies and the intercon-
nections of markets in both countries. Russia repeat-
edly used the energy factor and trade embargo 
as tools for pressuring the Ukrainian government. 
Additionally, after the rejection of nuclear weapons 
and its destruction during the 1993–1996 Ukraine 
had become vulnerable to any external assault. The 
position of Russian government initially was ambigu-
ous, because on the one hand, the Ukrainian-Russian 
agreements sealed the previous administrative bor-
derlines and declared the sanctity, and on the other 
hand, the attempts of territorial claims were made.

The first wake-up call, as a consequence of such 
non-decision, took place in 2003, when Russia 
attempted to construct a dam in the Kerch Strait in 
the Azov Sea from the Taman Peninsula to the island 
of Tuzla. For the record, the island of Tuzla was formed 
by erosion due to heavy storm in 1925. This island 
has the area of 3 square kilometers, and in 1941 was 
joined to the Crimean Autonomous Republic, which in 
the status of the Crimean region in 1954 was included 
into the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic [16]. 
The lack of official border clearly held in the waters 
of the Azov Sea and the Kerch Strait in particular, 
caused fuzzy demarcation of borders between Russia 
and Ukraine. Russia insisted that the official bounda-
ries in the Azov Sea and the Kerch Strait were absent 
and refused to recognize Tuzla as an island, insisting 
that it was a spit. Russia pointed out that only the con-
tinental part of the Crimea became a Ukrainian terri-
tory and proposed joint use of the Azov-Kerch water 
area, agreeing with the establishment of the state bor-
der only on the bottom, but not on the water surface. 
Ukraine insisted that the Azov Sea and the Kerch Strait 
should be internal waters of Ukraine and the Rus-
sian Federation, separated by a state border. By 
such a separation, Tuzla belongs to Ukraine. The 
conflict was averted by diplomatic means. In 2003, 
the “Treaty between Ukraine and the Russian Fed-
eration on the Ukrainian-Russian state border” [24] 
delimited land and sea Ukraine-Russian border. Still 
obviously that for Russia the Azov Sea played the role 
of springboard move to the Crimean Peninsula, where 
its Black Sea Fleet was based.

The status of the Black Sea fleet, which was com-
monly inherited by Ukraine and Russia from the USSR, 
also was not long imposed on the agenda in Ukraine. 
In 1997, an Agreement was signed on the conditions 
of the Russian Black Sea fleet in the Crimea peninsula 

[26]. However, that document did not include a clearly 
fixed status of the Black Sea Fleet in Ukraine. Note 
that the Russian Black Sea Fleet in Ukraine was 
among numerous significant legal barriers to apply-
ing for membership in the North Atlantic Alliance. This 
situation was favorable for Russia that did not want to 
release Ukraine from its geopolitical pool. However, 
it played a fatal role for Ukraine as in early March 
2014 the battleships of the Black Sea Fleet blocked 
several Ukrainian ships, and Russian troops quickly 
seized the Ukrainian military base in Crimea.

It is symptomatic that in a moment of crisis, facing 
the loss of sovereignty over a part of the country’s 
territory, the Ukrainian political elite once again took 
advantage of the rule of anticipated reactions, since 
after the detachment of the Crimean peninsula Kiev 
government has not followed a concerted operational 
solution to armed resistance to Russian aggression. 
The use of weapons by Ukrainian side could be con-
sidered by Russia as a holdfast for a full-scale attack 
on Ukraine. Consequently, Ukraine lost part of the ter-
ritory and maritime borders. The unresolved problem 
of separation of borders with Russia and the status 
of the Black Sea Fleet in Ukraine certainly were not 
the only factors in that crisis.

Ignoring cultural variables is another systemic 
characteristic of policy-making in Ukraine. The cultural 
differences between Eastern and Western regions 
of Ukraine are historically determined and thus 
require carefully balanced cultural and, above all, 
language policy. The language situation in Ukraine is 
complicated. The official language in the country is 
Ukrainian, but Russian language is very widespread 
and quantitatively has very close frequency of usage 
to that of Ukrainian. Historically, Russian became 
the language of the majority urban population in East-
ern areas of Ukraine. In such a bilingual country, for 
a long time the Ukrainian elite sought to implement 
the language policy by addressing historical deforma-
tion of the Ukrainian language in all spheres of soci-
ety. As expected, this language policy met oppression 
in the Eastern regions of Ukraine, where the propor-
tion of the Russian-speaking population is dominant. 
The failure to approve the law on language policy 
during the years of independence made it possi-
ble for elites to use the language issue as a manip-
ulative tool to mobilize public prejudices of Eastern 
and Western regions to obtain electoral support. The 
issue of the Russian language became a speculative 
instrument, inciting voters to certain electoral expo-
sures. The ingrained prejudice against ukrainization 
contributed to the loyalty of the population of Luhansk 
and Donetsk regions and Crimea to their occupation 
by Russian troops.

Besides the lack of consolidated decisions on lan-
guage issue, no comprehensive solutions on decom-
munization of society have been implemented. In 
Eastern European states the decommunization was 
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an important factor in the consolidation of society 
around the idea of modernization and entry into NATO 
and the European Union. By contrast, in Ukraine 
the Communist Party was active until 2014. The elec-
torate of the Communist Party, mostly Russian-speak-
ing, older age population, was essentially represented 
in Eastern regions and Crimea. The Communists’ 
rhetoric was built on criticism of Ukraine’s movement 
towards European integration, speculation on fears 
of outbreaks of nationalism, as well as the operation 
of the older generation’s nostalgic attitude towards 
the Soviet past and the desirability of the restora-
tion of the USSR. Such manipulative means not only 
cultivated a negative public opinion about the Euro-
pean integration prospects of Ukraine, but also had 
a disintegration impact on the country, dividing it into 
Western, pro-European and Eastern, pro-Russian 
regions. Disintegrated society is a comfortable elec-
toral springboard for politicians to build electoral pro-
grams on antagonistic populist slogans. Yet, this sit-
uation lays risks to the stability of the political regime 
and the state as a whole entity.

That became possible mainly because during 
the period of independence Ukrainian authorities did 
not undertake adequate counter-measures against 
Kremlin’s propaganda. Lack of strategic decisions 
on the part of the government to protect its own 
information area finally became a factor of social 
destabilization inside, and distortion of ideas about 
Ukraine outside.

Definitial games was one of the key tools of polit-
ical manipulation in escalation of the conflict in East-
ern Ukraine and Crimea annexation by Russia. This 
factor still doesn’t allow to reach a consensus on 
resolving the crisis. From the very beginning the esti-
mates of the conflict situation in Ukraine were signif-
icantly different between the Ukrainian government, 
Russian and Western authorities. From Ukrainian 
point of view the situation in late 2013 and early 
2014 and the «Euromaidan» movement is regarded 
as the overthrow of the corrupt regime of President 
Yanukovych in terms of “Revolution of Dignity”. Rus-
sia’s actions towards Ukraine are recognized as 
military aggression. Western political and scientific 
community often assesses the situation in Ukraine in 
the terms of “the crises in and around Ukraine” [25], 
“aggression against Ukraine” [11], “conflict in Ukraine” 
[13], [19]. By contrast, Russian authorities have inter-
preted the political crisis in Ukraine as illegitimate 
overthrow of the government, and the introduction 
of Russian troops on the territory of Ukraine took 
place under the slogan of protecting Russian-speak-
ing population from the surge of nationalism. The 
presence of Russian regular troops in Donetsk 
and Lugansk have been denied by substituting them 
as “humanitarian mission” of Russian “volunteers” 
[20]. By manipulating definitions, the Russian authori-
ties during the negotiations in Minsk shied away from 

decision-making on the withdrawal of troops from 
the territory of Ukraine. The difference in the defining 
the situation in Ukraine, purposeful avoidance of rec-
ognizing the role of Russia as the aggressor, leaves to 
the latter space for maneuvers and subsequent spec-
ulation, and defers the opportunity to end the conflict.

Nevertheless, “the definitial games” played 
a destructive role much earlier then current conflict 
occurred. Political attitude of the European Union 
towards the neighboring countries has been widely 
criticized. Since the proclamation of the Communi-
cation “Wider Europe Neighbourhood: A New Frame-
work for Relations with our Eastern and Southern 
Neighbours” [8], scientists point to manipulation in 
determining the status of countries that were close 
to the EU borders (see [1]). Realizing the complexity 
of enlargement, European elites initially sought a suit-
able category for countries that find themselves close 
to its borders and did not get into the EU. The Euro-
pean Union wanted to define a new range of policies 
as for its neighbors, based on freedom, democracy, 
respect to human rights and rule of law. However, 
it should be considered separately from the issue 
of possible EU membership. This document was 
sharply criticized as it offered a common approach 
to countries too different in terms of most criteria. As 
Wallace noticed “The EU’s post-2004 eastern neigh-
bors thus constitute what officials in Brussels now 
describe as a “grey zone”: neither accepted as defi-
nite candidates, nor clearly denied the long-term pros-
pect of membership” [27]. In 2004, all the countries 
on the southern and eastern borders of the EU were 
granted the status of “neighbors” [9].

In 2009, eastern “neighbors” were renamed as 
“partner countries” [14] within European Eastern Part-
nership. Despite the European aspirations of Ukraine, 
the EU did not provide opportunities to start negoti-
ations on the Association, offering regular new defi-
nitions of the status of Ukraine as part of the EU for-
eign policy. Certainly, a country with a weak economy, 
affected by corruption and political instability was 
undesirable in the European Union, which thus had 
a significant economic burden for pulling new econ-
omies of its members to the European level. Still 
the lack of clear European prospects for the Ukrain-
ian society badly affects the consolidation of the elites 
and the public mood about their civilizational values 
and priorities.

The method of disqualification comprises the pre-
vention of the development of decision by appeal 
to non-qualification of its initiators on a specific set 
of problems. In terms of international relations, the dis-
qualification can be regarded as a method of preven-
tion solution to meet actor appealing to their non-com-
pliance with certain criteria. For a quiet a long period 
Ukraine was refused to be included into the list of coun-
tries that are to enter the EU. For this the reforms 
were needed that would ensure the achievement 
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of European standards. Neither the EU nor NATO 
provided clear signals to any prospects of Ukraine’s 
membership, all the while appealing to non-compli-
ance of Ukraine with European standards of democ-
racy, economics and law. Notice, despite the obvious 
pro-Russian orientation of the Yanukovych’s political 
circles it was on his presidency that EU leaders started 
to treat loyally deepening relations with Ukraine. After 
all, in 2012 the initialing of the Association Agreement 
with the EU took place.

As the non-decision tool towards Ukraine Euro-
pean politicians have been using the way of focus on 
monitoring, review and study. This method is used 
by international organizations as member-states 
not wanting to direct intervention in resolving 
the crisis, defer the decision on the operational per-
formance or sanction mechanisms by implementing 
long-term monitoring missions [15]. By long-term 
monitoring Ukrainian reforms European politicians 
appeal to the inability of Ukraine to acquire a format 
of close relations with the EU, thereby postponing 
the need for political and economic instruments 
for the gradual inclusion of Ukraine into the Euro-
pean integration area. At the other hand, Ukrain-
ian government actively used a method of stress-
ing positive achievements regardless of their rate 
of importance or necessity to European integration. 
This technique has become one of the most com-
mon mechanisms for Ukrainian politicians’ report-
ing to the constituents and international institutions. 
Holding on focusing some events of a whole-Eu-
rope interest, e.g. the football championship Euro-
2012, or claiming the absence of ethnic conflicts 
on the territory of Ukraine were presented by ruling 
authority, as an important achievement on the back-
ground of the lack of real social reforms.

Rejection through negative association has 
become the main form of non-decision on the conclu-
sion of Ukraine Association Agreement (AA) [2] with 
the EU at the EU summit in Vilnius in 2013. Why did 
Ukrainian government and President Yanukovych 
refuse to sign the agreement, which has already 
passed the initialing and had to push EU-Ukraine 
relations to the new stage? Failure through a negative 
association is more the result of a number of other 
manipulative methods of non-decisions, which had to 
be prepared both inside and outside for refusing to 
sign the AA. In particular, using practices over-sim-
plification and over-complexity in providing informa-
tion on European integration on the eve of the signing 
the Agreement the public opinion on this issue was 
quite polarized.

Over-simplification involves the exclusion of cate-
gories and cause-effect relationships between them. 
The structure of the presentation of information ena-
bles to avoid recognition of relationships between its 
key elements, even if they have functional interdepend-
ence. This approach is often used in the media and is 

determined by the necessity of comfort presentation 
of the text. Over-simplification became one of the key 
trends in the post-democratic process, particularly in 
Western political systems, when politics and political 
parties use the techniques of advertising technology 
to formulate their programs as products available 
for the perception of broad sectors of the electorate. 
Ukrainian authorities used this method actively dur-
ing a public discussion on the Association Agreement 
with the European Union in 2013, which was being 
described as an antagonistic opposition to the coop-
eration with Russia. Pro-European political forces 
called for signing by appeal to the possibility of acquir-
ing a visa-free entrance to the EU that supposedly 
could allow improving the welfare of citizens. Those 
who were prone to developing relations with Russia 
appealed to the unavailability of Ukraine to Euro-
pean integration because of the danger of destruction 
of industries that would not survive the competition 
at the European market, thus threatening imminent 
unemployment. In fact, the public discourse on Euro-
pean integration was limited to mutually exclusive 
possibilities of relations with Russia, as Western vec-
tor acts versus Russian direction. Note, that simplify-
ing the problems of European integration to the format 
of foreign policy dilemmas has been repeatedly use-
ful for Ukrainian politicians during election processes. 
Appealing to common culture and historical past, pro-
ponents of Russia were passing concepts of broth-
erly Slavic peoples, e.i. Ukrainians and Russians. 
The residents of the eastern regions bordering Russia 
were particularly vulnerable to such manipulative alle-
gations. Residents of the Western regions of Ukraine, 
who are more likely to have been in the EU mainly 
for low earnings, perceived pro-integration slogans as 
an opportunity to transfer to Ukraine the experience 
of Central and Eastern Europe where the standards 
of living of ordinary people are much higher. Using 
antagonistic attitudes on external priorities, politicians 
structured their electoral fields. The main factors that 
allowed such a manipulation were a weak awareness 
of the real components of the integration process 
and the lack of far-sighted strategy to adapt the for-
mat of relations with Russia in case of signing the EU 
Association Agreement.

As a result, on the eve of signing AA the Ukrain-
ian society was extremely polarized on this issue. 
In particular, a public opinion poll on this issue, con-
ducted in September 2013, showed that although 
most citizens (61.2%) knew about the Association 
Agreement with the European Union, this indica-
tor varied significantly by region. More than a third 
of residents in the North (44.1%), the East (31.9%), 
the South (30.4%) and the Autonomous Republic 
of Crimea (32.2%) were not informed on this issue. 
48.8% of the respondents indicated that they lacked 
information on the prospects and risks of signing 
the Association Agreement with the European Union 
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[6, p.  180]. The over-simplified presenting informa-
tion on the European integration allowed to formulate 
an informed understanding of the citizens’ objective 
content of relations between Ukraine and the Euro-
pean Union, but also contributed to the local social 
conflict inside the country.

Another exclusive method is over-complexifica-
tion, which is widely practiced by experts in order to 
restrict access to a particular area of expertise. This 
selective mechanism works due to the complexity 
and increasing specialization of certain matters being 
on the agenda of political control. Obviously, the aver-
age citizen cannot be fully competent with political, 
economic, cultural and other aspects of society. How-
ever, a common trend in Ukrainian politics – the daily 
appeals to experts’ opinion in narrow sphere of inter-
est, but with lack of experience in public administra-
tion – led to a significant deformation of the reforms, 
as the issues that go beyond their specialization fall 
out of the field of professional vision. Given the fact 
that ordinary individuals do not have a clear picture 
of such complex messages, the appeal to the author-
itative source operating with large amounts of data is 
an effective method of selective formation of general 
position in public in a desirable way.

Exertion of pressure became a core element in 
the relations between Russia and Ukraine. Russia’s 
position regarding Ukraine always had the character 
of the metropolis. Without Ukraine, the ideas of Rus-
sian world and Russia’s imperial ambitions have no 
much sense. Because of the increasing political gravity 
of Ukraine towards Europe, Russia resorted to every 
exertion of pressure by trade wars and energy supply 
regulations. Through prohibition of a number of goods 
and systematic violations of customs operations on 
the Ukraine-Russian border, Russia has sought to 
demonstrate potential aftermath for Ukraine’s sign-
ing the Association Agreement with the EU. Eastern 
regions of Ukraine appeared to be especially sensi-
tive for such measures, as most of regional export 
went to Russian Federation.

The issue of price on gas is crucial for Ukrainian 
and thus is used by Russia as probably the most 
effective tool of pressure on Ukrainian government. 
It was applied for forcing not to sign the EU Associa-
tion Agreement at Vilnius summit in November 2013. 
The worst scenario of using exertion of pressure 
became a non-decision of Ukrainian authorities to 
go for dialogue with the citizens of their country. The 
use of force during demonstrations of «Euromaidan», 
intimidation and beatings of students in Kiev provoked 
a massive protest movement in Ukraine, which sub-
sequently grew into armed confrontation and led to 
the ouster of Yanukovych. Yet, if for Yanukovych his 
non-decision cost him presidency, the large number 
of citizens paid their lives for this, first during the con-
frontation right in Kiev, and later during the conflict in 
the Donetsk and Luhansk regions.

Proposal of solutions based of unacceptable 
criteria as non-decision mechanism provides for 
the nomination of initiatives in order to gain wide-
spread approval (in case of unwillingness to imple-
ment it in practice), offering a form of assistance to 
be rejected in advance as unacceptable. The method 
is widely used in complex international negotiations. 
In particular, during the Minsk negotiations to resolve 
the crisis in the Luhansk and Donetsk regions Rus-
sian side has repeatedly put forward proposals under 
the banner of assistance in resolving the conflict, 
which a priori cannot be taken by Ukraine, not to 
mention a non-compliance of these suggestions with 
the principles of international cooperation. Require-
ments to provide elections on the occupied territories 
are in conflict with very high level of danger of every-
day attacks. In addition, it will require recognition 
of the status of autonomous self-governing adminis-
trative units for the radical separatist groups, which 
get support from Russia. Both demands are unac-
ceptable for the Ukrainian side.

Delay as a technique of non-decision-making 
turned into a modus vivendi for implementing reforms 
in Ukraine. In fact, all the above-mentioned decisions 
and range of urgently needed reforms fall into this 
category. Postponing of the introduction of European 
standards of governance, transparency and citizens’ 
control is typical for Ukrainian power-holders. Delay 
in judicial and law enforcement, medical and educa-
tional fields, the delay of Conclusions

This work is an attempt to revisit the question 
of political turbulence in modern international relations, 
in particular related to the conflict situation in Ukraine, 
from the methodological position of the non-decision 
and selective risk regulation concepts. In the the-
oretical aspect, we tried to challenge the key state-
ment that a selective approach to decision-making is 
to prevent tension on sensitive public issues and to 
reduce shock-event factors. We argue that non-deci-
sion-making based on manipulative and heresthetic 
techniques can have a destructive impact on the polit-
ical system and entire society.

Conclusions. Based on the most typical non-de-
cision practices, this research demonstrated how 
selectivity in developing agenda and the active use 
of manipulative techniques to prevent decision-making 
in both domestics and foreign affairs led to a political 
and social crisis in Ukraine and imbalance of security in 
Europe. Among the key non-decisions, which caused 
internal instability of the political system and the weak 
position of the state as for external actors, includ-
ing Russia, the lack of clearly defined foreign policy 
strategy was the most destructive. During the years 
of independence, the Ukrainian authorities tried to «sit 
on two chairs», declaring intentions of integration both 
to the European and Eurasian economic and political 
entities. Even proclaiming its commitment to the Asso-
ciation with the EU since the mid-2000s, the Ukrainian 
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authorities have not demonstrated the consistency 
of proper integration policy providing complex legal 
and institutional measures. Such tactics of Ukrainian 
power-holders resulted from the expected reactions 
to rule of anticipated reactions, mostly from Russia. 
The latter constantly and actively used various tools 
of pressure on Ukraine (energy and trade wars), trying 
to prevent the drift of Ukraine towards European insti-
tutions. Unwilling to escalate tensions with Russia but 
flirting with the EU, the Ukrainian government really 
succeeded for a certain period to ensure stability in 
the region. But lightning Russia’s actions in March 
2014 regarding the occupation of the Crimea, then 
taking part in starting the armed conflict in the Eastern 
regions of Ukraine have shown evidence of the fragil-
ity of stability.

If external aggressive intentions of the Kremlin for 
the last decade were obvious, the European Union has 
been using a practice of “definitial games” in modeling 
relations with countries on the Eastern border, post-
poning decisions about their real status in the polit-
ical space of Europe. The “delay” in defining Euro-
pean integration prospects of Ukraine and rather long 
“disqualification” from those selected for membership 
were the main techniques of non-decision by the EU, 
which, in turn, became an adverse factor for rather 
vague and inconsistent policy of Ukraine. Yet the most 
dangerous in its consequences is manipulative prac-
tices of non-decision in internal processes. “Ignoring 
cultural variables” by Ukrainian authorities in develop-
ing solutions that would consolidate Ukrainian society, 
while their manipulation to obtain electoral benefits, 
led to polarization of public perceptions on foreign 
and internal perspectives. In such a society as Ukrain-
ian, where significant regional cultural and mental dif-
ferences exist, a long delay or lack of consolidating 
decisions eventually may turn into disintegration ten-
dencies. A sufficient number of factors contribute to 
that process to make the system collapse inevitable.

Analysis of non-decisions that caused the conflict 
situation in Ukraine and threatened the stability of secu-
rity in Europe, can be deployed at the macro-level in 
the context of sharpening confrontation between Rus-
sia and the West, delegitimizing global order, inefficien-
cies of institutional mechanisms for regulating interna-
tional relations (including non-decision on reforming 
the UN and NATO). Thereby, this study aimed to 
show how selective approach to decision-making, 
bringing short-term dividends, in long term and sys-
tematic use carries serious risks for all involved par-
ties. Finally, one should note that the political elites 
are always interested in preserving the status quo, 
seeking to expand the scale of influence and weaken 
those who do not support them in order to suppress 
a decision that could change their position. However, 
mobilization of bias can be prevented or at least 
the degree of manipulative influence can be reduced 
through the increased public involvement in politi-

cal decision-making and, more importantly, improve 
their awareness of issues of political governance.
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У статті представлена спроба розширити ракурс досліджень щодо розвитку 
міжнародних подій в останні роки, зокрема збройного конфлікту на території 
України, шляхом залучення як теоретико-методологічної основи концепцій не-рішень 
та селективного регулювання ризиків.
Метою цієї роботи є розкриття найбільш значущих не-рішень у сфері внутрішньої 
та зовнішньої політики України з моменту здобуття незалежності, які призвели 
до суттєвої затримки реформ, відсутності чіткої позиції на міжнародній арені 
та внутрішньої дезінтеграції суспільства, зрештою зумовили посилення 
фрустраційних тенденцій, призвели до кризи всередині держави, конфлікту з Росією 
і втрати суверенітету над частиною території. Оскільки внутрішня криза в Україні 
спричинила напруженість між європейськими країнами та Росією, до аналізу також 
включена зовнішня політика ЄС щодо своїх східних сусідів та України зокрема.
У дослідженні не-рішення розглядаються як селективний прийом регулювання 
політичних процесів. Такий підхід дозволяє включати в оцінювання політичних рішень 
як причини, так і наслідки їх неухвалення. У теоретичному аспекті полеміці піддається 
ключове твердження концепції селективного регулювання ризиків, згідно з яким 
вибірковий підхід до ухвалення рішень покликаний забезпечити стабільність політичної 
системи. Стверджується, що неухвалення рішень за допомогою маніпулятивних 
та герестетичних прийомів у процесі формування політики може мати руйнівний 
вплив і призвести до руйнівних наслідків для політичної системи. Аналіз теоретичних 
напрацювань, інституційних механізмів та практик запобігання ухваленню політичних 
рішень дозволив дійти таких висновків: 1)  всебічне вивчення наслідків будь-якого 
політичного рішення повинно містити аналіз потенційних сценаріїв його неухвалення; 
2) функціональний аспект політичної системи, а саме регулювання соціальних ризиків, 
забезпечує створення колективних правил і дозволяє суб’єктам діяти відповідно 
до стабільних суспільних очікувань, намагаючись виключити ризики і фрустрації із 
соціального життя, які можуть спричинити шокові події. Таким чином, у дослідженні 
продемонстровано, як селективний підхід до ухвалення політичних рішень, що 
приносить короткострокові дивіденди, у довгостроковому та систематичному 
використанні несе серйозні ризики для всіх залучених сторін.
Ключові слова: ухвалення рішень, не-рішення, мобілізація упередженостей, Україна.

Ризики неухвалення політичних рішень  
(на прикладі України)
Вінникова Наталія Анатоліївна

кандидат політичних наук, доцент,
доцент кафедри політології
Харківського національного 
університету імені В. Н. Каразіна
майдан Свободи, 4, Харків, Україна


