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ABSTRACT

DENIZ, Ozlem Bengisu. Contemporary Interventions and Regionalism: The Cases of Ukraine
and Venezuela, Master’s Thesis, Ankara, 2024

The international domain is characterized by diverse interventionist policies, wherein conflicts that escalate
beyond the control of a nation often attract external intervention from neighbouring states, regional powers,
or the broader international community. Such interventions, sanctioned under Chapter VII of the United
Nations (UN) Charter by the Security Council, can range from military actions to non-forceful measures.
However, interventions frequently occur both with and without formal authorization, driven by the foreign

policy priorities of the intervening actors and the perceived urgency of the conflict.

In the contemporary global environment, major powers increasingly leverage their regional influence either
to mediate regional disputes or justify intervention in the internal affairs and external engagements of
specific states. The 21st century has witnessed a pronounced trend among great powers to shape their

foreign policy strategies around their regionalist roles.

This thesis seeks to scrutinize the interventionist behaviours of regional great powers, focusing on the recent
cases of Ukraine and Venezuela. It aims to dissect the dynamics of regionalism as it pertains to
interventionism, providing a comparative analysis of US interventionism and regionalism in Venezuela,
and Russian interventionism and regionalism in Ukraine. By examining these contemporary cases, it
endeavours to elucidate the interplay between regionalism and interventionism, highlighting both

similarities and differences in the approaches and impacts of these regional superpowers.

Keywords

Interventionism, Regionalism, Ukrainian Conflict, Venezuelan Crisis, US Foreign Policy, Russian Foreign
Policy.
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OZET

DENIZ, Ozlem Bengisu. Yakin Dénem Miidahaleleri ve Bélgeselcilik: Ukrayna ve Venezuela
Ornekleri, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Ankara, 2024

Uluslararasi alan, bir ulusun kontrolii disina ¢ikan ¢atigmalarin siklikla komsu devletlerden, bolgesel
giiclerden veya daha genis uluslararasi topluluktan dig miidahaleyi ¢ektigi ¢esitli miidahaleci politikalarla
karakterize edilir. Birlesmis Milletler (BM) Sarti'min VII. Boliimii kapsaminda Giivenlik Konseyi
tarafindan onaylanan bu tiir miidahaleler, askeri eylemlerden zorlayici olmayan onlemlere kadar ¢esitlilik
gosterebilir. Ancak miidahaleler siklikla, miidahale eden aktorlerin dis politika oncelikleri ve catismanin
algilanan aciliyeti nedeniyle hem resmi izinle hem de resmi izin olmadan gergeklesir. Cagdas kiiresel
ortamda, biiyiik giicler ya bolgesel anlasmazliklara aracilik etmek ya da belirli devletlerin i¢ islerine ve dis
iligskilerine miidahaleyi mesrulastirmak igin bolgesel niifuzlarini giderek daha fazla kullanmaktadirlar. 21.
ylizyilda, biiyiikk giiclerin arasindaki dig politika stratejilerini bolgeselci rolleri etrafinda sekillendirme
egilimlerine tanik olduk. Bu yiiksek lisans tezi, son donemdeki Ukrayna ve Venezuela orneklerine
odaklanarak bdlgesel siiper giiclerin miidahaleci davraniglarint incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.
Miidahalecilikle ilgili bolgeselciligin dinamiklerini incelemeyi, ABD'nin Venezuela'daki miidahaleciligi ve
bolgeciligi ile Ukrayna'daki Rusya miidahaleciligi ve bolgeciliginin karsilastirmali bir analizini sunmay1
amagclamaktadir. Tez, bu giincel vakalar1 inceleyerek bolgeselcilik ile miidahalecilik arasindaki etkilesimi
aydinlatmaya calismakta ve bu bolgesel siiper giiglerin yaklagimlar1 ve etkileri arasindaki benzerlik ve

farkliliklar1 vurgulamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler

Miidahalecilik, Bolgeselcilik, Ukrayna Catigmasi, Venezuela Krizi, ABD Dis Politikasi, Rus Dig Politikasi.
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INTRODUCTION

The 1990s brought significant changes to the international system. It is typical for
complex processes like dissolution to give rise to new states while paving the way for
difficult circumstances and the possibility of widespread human rights violations. The
increasing number and severity of problems lead to greater involvement of local, national
and international organisations in internal disputes and crises. At the end of the Cold War
(CW), new global trends resulted in new security understandings. A wide range of
nations, including global powers like the United States (US) and the Soviet Union (SU),
as well as states from the former SU, the Pacific region, Africa, the Middle East, Asia,
and most of Latin America saw this shift in security perspective emerge as a critical
agenda item. With an impact on nations at various stages of development and sovereignty,

these adjustments represented a more extensive realignment in international relations.

In the 1990s, the transformations of the world order, structure, and agenda items were
like domino pieces in the global system. The bipolar world system was the first piece in
the set of transformations. During the CW era, there was not only bipolarity in politics
but also dualism in economics, societies, understandings, and perspectives, that is, from
the material to mental elements. The dissolution of the 68-year-old SU meant the end of
bipolarity, and hence, a transition to a multipolar world order. From a liberal perspective,
the new global shift shaped security thinking by policies such as preventive diplomacy,
peacekeeping, and peace-making, as expressed in the United Nations (UN) Secretary-
General’s “Agenda for Peace”. In this context, the emphasis was placed on strengthening
regional mechanisms to handle potential security issues while simultaneously managing
internal political crises from the perspective of intervention. It was seen that adopting
policies such as preventive diplomacy and peacekeeping, and using methods like third-
party mediation and good offices in conflicts were very effective and crucial (Fry, 2019,

p. 253).

Placing at its core the notions of interventionism and regionalism, this thesis analyses
regional great powers’ regionalist policies and interventionist behaviours through the
examples of the US and Russia. With a comparative analysis of the US intervention in

Venezuela and Russia’s intervention in Ukraine between 2018-2024 for Venezuela and



2014-2022 for Ukraine, this thesis aims to unveil the roots of interventionist behaviours
and regionalist policies of these regional superpowers and highlights the intertwined

nature and dynamics of the two notions.

As regionalism in the 20™ and the early 21° centuries evolved in response to changing
geopolitical dynamics and global challenges, the understanding of interventionism had
its own transformations that are deeply rooted in historical contexts. In general terms,
whether considered a “right”, a “duty”, a “responsibility”, or a “humanitarian act”,
intervention has been a much-debated concept (Bellamy, 2015, p. 21; Greenwood, 1993,
p. 34; Roberts, 2000, p. 3). In International Relations (IR) and international law
literatures, many works debate the meaning and scope, the implementation and intentions,
the timing, as well as the legality and legitimacy of interventions. Through various ethical
and theoretical lenses and discussions on intervention, the emphasis on security issues
has ceased to be a national problem, and humanitarian-societal values have become

important.

Looking at the existing literature and discussions on intervention, there are various
research questions and explanations. Intervention is a broad concept, and one should
distinguish between political and legal justifications, non-military and military actions,
individual and collective interferences, self-determination cases for intervention and the
humanitarian aspects of interventions (Wright, 1957, p. 88). Therefore, for the purposes
of this thesis, the humanitarian aspects of interventions (including the notion of the
responsibility to protect) are excluded from the scope of the study. In the literature, the
notion of intervention is defined by some scholars through the logic of anarchy (Goldman,
1994, p. 125; Kinacioglu, 2005, p. 15), whereas others focus on the capabilities and the
material side of the concept (Kardas, 2003, p. 36; Sellers, 2014, p. 1). Regarding the
legality and legitimacy of interventions, most studies are centred around questions like
whether or not non-authorised interventions are illegal (Bellamy, 2015; Heraclides &
Dialla, 2015b; Kioko, 2003; Kinacioglu, 2005; Wright, 1957). Intervention, by default,
is considered to be an illegal action since it violates state sovereignty and is prone to
threaten the independence of states. Furthermore, whether or not there should be external
interventions has also been discussed widely. Some scholars argue that states should deal

with their problems independently; by doing so, they also raise the question of what



happens when a state begins to violate the rights of its people and becomes a threat to
them. Hence, it is asked in such cases if intervention becomes a “right” or a “duty”?

(Bellamy, 2015, p. 21; Greenwood, 1993, p. 34; Roberts, 2000, p. 3).

In such scenarios, regionalism can play a pivotal role in understanding the very nature of
interventions. While interventionism navigates the vast expanse of geopolitics,
regionalism illuminates how regional alliances, with the combination of regional-, local-
and self-interests, shape the dynamics of interventions. As Petersen and Schulz (2018, p.
105) observe, regionalism is an elusive concept. There are disparities and differences
between countries not only globally but also within regions. These regional disparities
are aimed to be reduced through organisations, agreements, regional development
policies, and by supporting economic activities in regions (OECD, nd.). In this regard,
regionalism is an essential notion in international politics, international law, and IR. In
the literature, most works are centred around the themes of old regionalism—new
regionalism, European dominance in regionalism, and globalism—-regionalism
discussions (Farrell et al., 2005; 2002; Hurrell, 2005; Lamy, 2002; Lombaerde et al.,
2010; Soderbaum & Shaw, 2003). In old regionalism studies, the emphasis is on
objectives and content. On the other hand, studies that emphasise new regionalism focus
on diversity, changes in the system, and multilevel analysis of cases (Gamble & Payne,
1996; Hettne, 2002; Lombaerde et al., 2010). “The classical integration theories in the
1950s and 1960s dealt with European integration, and little else” (Hettne, 2002, p. 326)
Beginning from the 1950s and through the 1980s, there was an “explosion of various
forms of regionalisms and regional projects”, one of the most debated examples was the
“widening and deepening of the European Union (EU)” (S6derbaum, 2003, p. 1). Most
contemporary studies of regionalism focus on the discussion of globalism and
regionalism. There are various perceptions and identifications regarding the relations
between these two concepts, but all agree on the point that regionalism and globalism are
mutually constitutive processes (Hettne, 2002, p. 329; Hettne & Soderbaum, 1998;
Hurrell, 2005; Lombaerde et al., 2010). Globalisation has significantly contributed to the
rise of regionalism and regional arrangements since they mutually drive each other’s
development (Gamble & Payne, 1996; Hettne, 1999, p. 3, 2002, p. 329; Hurrell, 2005;
Lombaerde et al., 2010).



Based on this overview of the literature on interventionism and regionalism and their
interconnected complexities, this thesis asks how (and to what extent) regionalism
impacts the interventionist policies of (more) powerful states, with reference to the
specific examples of the US and Russia. In this regard, its main hypothesis is that
regionalism significantly influences the interventionist policies of powerful states, and
hence, shapes their foreign policy decisions and actions in specific geographic areas.
Accordingly, the focus will be on US interventionism in Venezuela and Russian

interventionism in Ukraine through the regionalism perspective.

Arguably, both states’ intentions in their regionalist policies and intrusive actions display
similarities. This thesis employs a descriptive methodological approach emphasising the
systematic analysis of primary and secondary sources to deepen this understanding. By
doing so, this study ensures a comprehensive and nuanced exploration of the cases. It
comparatively studies the cases of interventions by the US in Venezuela and Russia in
Ukraine to determine whether the proposed hypothesis is valid in the cases of Venezuela
and Ukraine. As Blatter (2018, p. 68) describes, “a case study is a research approach in
which one or a few instances of a phenomenon are studied in depth”. In comparative case
research, two or more cases are studied “independently of one another, with a conclusion
which engages the two cases side by side” (Hancke, 2009, p. 72). For this reason,
conducting a “descriptive case study” (Gerring & Cojocaru, 2016, p. 396) based on
comparison will demonstrate how regionalism impacts the utilisation of interventionist

policies of powerful states.

The cases of Ukraine and Venezuela are chosen for this thesis because they present
significant and contemporary examples of how major powers employ regionalism and
interventionism to influence geopolitical dynamics. It is essential to analyse these cases
for several reasons. Both of the recent and ongoing instances are significant contemporary
examples to examine current international relations dynamics. This helps us to understand
how regionalism and interventionism function in today’s geopolitical landscape.
However, there is also a challenge that needs to be addressed, which is also a reason for
the delimitation of the time period that is studied in this thesis. The Ukrainian case is a
current one in which there is also an ongoing war, and this raises a problem in terms of

accessing reliable data regarding the war itself. For this reason, the recent war period of



the Ukrainian crisis beginning in 2022 is excluded from the analysis. As for the
Venezuelan case, the focus will be limited to the term of the Maduro regime. Moreover,
Ukraine and Venezuela are in different geographic and cultural regions, offering a diverse
perspective on how significant powers interpret and implement regionalism in other
contexts. Ukraine lies in Eastern Europe, an area heavily influenced by historical ties to
Russia and the recent EU and NATO interests, while Venezuela is in Latin America, a
region where the US has had a long-standing influence. In addition, the nature of Russia’s
intervention in Ukraine and the US’s intervention in Venezuela vary widely from military
to economic measures. Russia’s approach in Ukraine includes direct military intervention
and annexation, whereas the US in Venezuela has mainly employed economic sanctions
and diplomatic pressure. This variation allows for a broad analysis of how different types
of interventions are justified and executed within the framework of regionalism. Both
cases have significantly impacted the international order and raised important questions
about the rules and norms governing state behaviour in the global system. The
interventions have led to significant international debates about the principles of
sovereignty, non-intervention, and the role of international institutions like the UN.
Furthermore, Ukraine and Venezuela are strategically important for the respective
intervening powers. Ukraine is crucial for Russia as being a security buffer against NATO
along with the identity claims and Near Abroad policy adopted by the Russians. With its
vast oil reserves, Venezuela has economic and energy-related importance to the US.
Moreover, as the US positions itself as a beacon of democracy, Venezuela’s
democratisation is vital to the prosperity of the US and the rest of Latin America. Lastly,
these cases illustrate the power dynamics between regional powers and their neighbours

and how these powers use regionalism to influence and justify their policies and actions.

Looking at the policies of the US and the Russian Federation—two great powers also
assuming significant influence in their respective regions—reveals how interventionist
actions are motivated by their respective regional aspirations. Policies adopted and
actions undertaken will be examined first, focusing on the US’s presence in Latin
America and Russia’s presence in Eastern Europe. Then, the thesis will focus on the
analysis of the contemporary cases of Ukraine and Venezuela. Over the last few years,
we have seen that Russia’s desires for Ukraine have become increasingly sharper. In the

face of the risk of the gradually changing order in Europe spreading to Eastern Europe,



especially to Ukraine, Russia’s leadership role and policies regarding post-Soviet
countries turned into intrusive action first in 2014 and again in 2022 in Ukraine. On the
other hand, in the case of Venezuela, with the outbreak of internal unrest in the country
and the corrupt election processes, the US’s presence in Latin America, especially in
Venezuela, was reminded once again. Since American-Venezuelan relations are of great

importance to the US, getting involved in the situation was crucial.

To this end, in Chapter 1, different approaches concerning the meanings and importance
of intervention and interventionism, as well as regionalism, will be reviewed since
understanding the policies and strategies of nations is vital for a discussion of their
behaviour. In the first section of this chapter, the concepts of intervention and
interventionism will be thoroughly examined. This will be followed by a descriptive
analysis of regionalism. The last section will discuss the interrelation between these two
concepts. This will allow us to question the role and impact of regionalism in
interventionism, which, as a discussion, will also provide the basis for the analyses of the
following chapter. Chapter 2 provides a historical background for the Venezuelan and
Ukrainian cases examining how the US and the Russian Federation have affected Latin
America and Eastern Europe respectively. In Chapter 3, the US’s involvement strategies
and regional presence over Venezuela, and the Russian Federation’s interventionist and
regionalist policies over Ukraine will be critically analysed. With this comparative
analysis, Chapter 3 puts forth the main discussions of the thesis, and highlights the
similarities and differences between the two cases in order to understand the interrelation

between interventionism and regionalism.

Following from this, this thesis argues that regionalist motivations and regional policies
significantly influence and affect the interventionist behaviours of regional great powers.
In this vein, the cases of the US in Venezuela and Russia in Ukraine are potent
illustrations of how geopolitical ambitions and regional interests increase the
interventionist behaviours and actions of great powers. In conclusion, it is seen that the
cases of intervention in Venezuela and Ukraine share similar patterns. The nature and
consequences of interventionism and regionalism in global politics are understood more
clearly by analysing the legal considerations, economic, political, and social impacts, and

the role of regional and international responses.



CHAPTER 1:
UNDERSTANDING INTERVENTIONISM AND REGIONALISM

This Chapter lays the foundation for a comprehensive exploration of the concepts of
interventionism and regionalism. It aims to clarify core definitions, provide an overview
of scholarly dialogues, highlight critical historical instances, and discuss the complexities
involved in these concepts. The first section of Chapter 1 delves into the various
definitions of intervention, emphasizing the areas that spark scholarly debates the most
and exploring the classifications and distinguishing features critical to understanding the
concept. The second section focuses on the concept of regionalism. The final section then
examines the interrelation between interventionism and regionalism, elucidating how

these concepts interact and influence each other in the international arena.

1.1. CONCEPTUALIZING INTERVENTION AND INTERVENTIONISM

Intervention and interventionism are among the most controversial and problematic
grounds in international politics and international law. The literature teems with debates
concerning the precise definition, interpretation, and implications of interventionism. The
concept’s controversial nature leads to numerous discussion themes and varying
definitions. To effectively engage in these debates, it is crucial first to understand the

essence of the concept, beginning with a clear understanding of the term interventionism.

1.1.1. What are Intervention and Interventionism?

The concept of intervention and its broader application, interventionism, are critical
elements in international relations discourse, encompassing a spectrum of actions
undertaken by external actors to influence or address issues within sovereign states. A
more or less standard definition of intervention is “the act of getting involved in a
situation to improve it or stop it from getting worse” (Oxford English Dictionary, ed.).
The scholarly landscape, however, provides a nuanced exploration of this term and refers

to its different sorts.



One side of definitions of interventionism in international relations focuses on coercive
actions taken by states or coalition of states across borders to prevent or end violations of
fundamental rights of individuals in another state without the permission of the state in
which the intervention occurs (Oliver, 2015, p. 111). This definition emphasizes the use
of force or the threat of force as a means of intervention. Heraclides and Dialla (2015a,
p. 1) take note of military intervention and define it as an act “aimed at saving innocent
people in other countries from massive violations of human rights.” For Kardas (2003, p.
29), intervention is a forcible action undertaken by different actors to prevent or end
violations of human rights through the use or threat of force. A.Roberts (2000, p. 5)
describes intervention as a military action undertaken by one or more states inside the
borders of “another state without the consent of its authorities, and with the purpose of
preventing widespread suffering or death among the inhabitants.” According to another
perspective, interventionism can be viewed as a practice involving transgressive actions
constituting interventionism and their routinization over time (Olsson, 2015, p. 425). This
definition suggests that interventionism is not solely about singular actions but also about
normalizing and institutionalizing interventions as part of international relations
practices. According to Sellers (2014, p. 1), intervention comprises “any activity by one
state or its agents that influences the actions or attitudes of another state, but particularly
the threat or use of force, because force is particularly intrusive, particularly persuasive,
and often particularly resented by those subjected to its power.” Goldman (1994, p. 125)
defines the reasons for intervention as conditions of anarchy, massive starvation or
famine, genocidal savagery, or prevention of misery and death of innocents. However, as
Greenwood (1993, p. 34) expresses, no matter how varying the definitions are,
intervention is confined to cases where a significant portion of a state population is greatly
threatened with death or suffering. This can be because of the actions of the government
of that state, as in the examples of Iraq and Kuwait, or where states slide into anarchy,
like in the cases of Liberia and Somalia. Likewise, Reus-Smit (2013, p. 1065) looks into

intervention from several angles:

First, the idea of intervention assumes an initial realm of differentiation: it assumes
the extraneous and the intrinsic, the exogenous and the endogenous [...] Second,
intervention is an act of transgression, a crossing or violation of lines of
differentiation. To intervene is to enter from the outside as an outsider. Third,
intervention is purposive, it is to transgress with intent [...] Finally, intervention is a
transformative act. Its purpose is ‘to prevent or modify a result’.



Looking at the definitions and sorts of interventions, a pivotal inquiry emerges: What
may we understand from interventionism? The definitions of interventionism reflect
complex interplay of political, economic, and humanitarian considerations, often raising
questions about sovereignty, legitimacy, and the balance between state autonomy and
international responsibility. In international relations, interventionism refers to various
forms of external involvement in the affairs of sovereign states to influence or interfere
in their domestic or foreign policies (Macmillan, 2013, p. 1050; Olsson, 2015, p. 429).
This involvement can include diplomatic or military-security interventions for
peacekeeping, conflict resolution, or other purposes (Geis & Schroder, 2024, p. 1).
Interventionism can be observed in regulating and mediating conflicts between political
communities and transnational social forces, serving as a specific modality of coercion
(Macmillan, 2013, p. 1039). This form of interventionism is well-suited for managing

conflicts and mediating disputes between different entities.

To elucidate the multifaceted nature of interventionism, we need to further explore its
diverse sorts and modalities. This inquiry into the origins of interventions is essential for
a comprehensive understanding. Various diplomatic, military, economic, legal, political,
environmental, technological, cultural, and social interventions represent a broad
spectrum of strategies used in international relations to address complex global
challenges. Diplomatic interventions typically involve negotiations, mediations, and
dialogues to resolve disputes and promote peace through diplomatic channels. Military
interventions may include peacekeeping operations and actions in conflict zones to
enforce international security mandates, often under the authorization of international
bodies or regional organizations. Economic interventions significantly influences
international trade relations, encompass sanctions and financial aid programs, impacts the
global financial order, and contributes to tensions between nations (Borlini, 2023, p. 1;
Macmillan, 2013, p. 1045). Legal interventions leverage international legal frameworks,
treaties, and agreements to address international law violations, uphold human rights, and
ensure compliance with legal norms. Political interventions aim to influence political
processes, governance structures, and decision-making mechanisms to foster democracy,
good governance, and stability (Carlsnaes, 2002, pp. 207-235). Environmental
interventions focus on mitigating climate change and promoting sustainability through

international agreements and policies. Technological interventions utilize advanced
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technologies and digital tools to address security threats and enhance communication.
Cultural interventions promote cultural exchange and understanding, facilitating cultural
diplomacy and cooperation. Social interventions target social issues, advocating for social
justice and improving human rights through various programs and initiatives.
Collectively, these interventions are pivotal in shaping international dynamics, fostering

peace, and addressing intricate issues in international relations (Carlsnaes, 2002).

As seen, interventionism in international relations involves a complex interplay of
diplomatic controversies, legal frameworks, peacekeeping missions, and peacebuilding
efforts. These interventions are often guided by principles of sovereignty, human rights,
and collective security, reflecting the evolving norms and practices in the international
arena. Thus, interventionist practices are deeply embedded in global politics and
governance dynamics. These interventions are not solely about the use of force or
coercion but encompass a wide range of actions and strategies to influence state

behaviour, resolve conflicts, and promote stability on the international stage.

Moreover, interventionism extends beyond traditional state-centric approaches, including
interventions by international organizations, regional bodies, and non-state actors. These
diverse structures underscore the multi-faceted nature of interventions in international
relations and the need to consider a range of actors and mechanisms in addressing global
challenges. Overall, interventionism reflects a dynamic and evolving landscape of
external involvement in state affairs, conflict resolution, and peacebuilding efforts.
Understanding interventionism requires an appreciation of the nuanced motivations,
mechanisms, and implications of interventions in shaping the global order and addressing

complex geopolitical issues.

Interventionism is frequently intertwined with discussions and debates surrounding
sovereignty, human rights, and democracy, as interventions are commonly rationalized
on humanitarian grounds to mitigate crises and conflicts. Many scholars outline
interventionism in terms of humanitarianism. This view is founded on the belief that states
will act on moral grounds to benefit the population in need in case of an intervention.
However, this aligns differently with the purpose of the state itself, which acts to the
benefit and interest of its population (Archibald et al., 2012, p. 98). This may be because

of the changed perception of the concept itself and the undisclosed desires of the
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interveners. Western states, and the “first/developed world” in general terms, have
recognized the utility of human rights, thus promoting human rights as a justification for
military intervention (Archibald et al., 2012, p. 95). In delineating the scope of
interventionism, this thesis excludes considerations of interventions primarily driven by
humanitarian concerns and protection of populations facing mass atrocity crimes,

focusing instead on other facets.

Another related dilemma concerning intervention and interventionism is whether to
intervene or not, which both have pros and cons (Archibald et al., 2012; Goldman, 1994,
p. 128; Wheeler, 2000, p. 1,166). According to Archibald et al. (2012, p. 92), while some
scholars believe that “the state has a moral obligation to represent its idealized values [...]
as a result, intervention is required [...], [others] believe that the state has a moral
obligation to respect the sovereignty of foreign nations.” The decision to intervene or not
is never easy because what is achievable in theory may not prove to be true in practice.
On the one hand, there is the question of what ought to be done, and this corresponds to
the moral imperative, which is the affirmation that everyone everywhere holds an equal
right to life. On the other hand, there is the question of practical capabilities. This is
outside the ethical frameworks and concerns military capabilities, funding, and strategies
(Archibald et al., 2012, p. 95). From this point, the discussion about the necessity of an
intervention comes to a deadlock. As Wheeler (2000, p. 1) suggests, “‘/dJoing
something’ to rescue non-citizens facing the extreme is likely to provoke the charge of
interference in the internal affairs of another state, while ‘doing nothing’ can lead to

accusations of moral indifference.”

1.1.2. The Legal Basis for Interventions

The legal foundations of interventionism are complex, reflecting the nuanced interplay
between legal norms, state obligations, and global governance structures. At the core of
these legalities is the principle of collective security, as contained in the UN Charter. This
principle authorises interventions by international bodies to address violations of or
threats to international peace and security, as well as acts of aggression, thereby ensuring
global stability and upholding the collective security of nations. Additionally, regional

organizations are empowered to undertake enforcement actions within their respective
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regions based on regional agreements and mandates that provide a legal framework for

responding to conflicts and security threats.

Historical evidence shows that most interventions are initiated by neighbouring states or
regional actors, driven by political and economic motives to restore order (Kardas, 2003,
p. 40). Under Chapter VIII, the UN Charter explicitly underscores regional organisations’
role in maintaining global peace and security. Accordingly, Article 52 states: “The
Members of the UN entering into such arrangements or constituting such agencies shall
make every effort to achieve pacific settlement of local disputes through such regional
arrangements or by such regional agencies before referring them to the Security Council”
(UN, 1945, p. 11). Moreover, Article 53 states “[t]he Security Council shall, where
appropriate, utilize such regional arrangements or agencies for enforcement action under
its authority. However, no enforcement action shall be taken under regional arrangements
or by regional agencies without the authorization of the Security Council” (UN, 1945, p.
11). For example, As (Kinacioglu, 2005, p. 33) noted actual instances illustrate the active

involvement of regional entities in peacekeeping efforts:

[T]he 1961 Arab League Force deployed in Kuwait, the 1965 Inter-American Peace
Force deployed in the Dominican Republic and established by the Organization of
American States, the 1976 Inter-Arab Deterrence Force in Lebanon sponsored by the
Arab League, the 1981-1982 Organization of African Union Force in Chad, and, the
1995 IFOR [Implementation Force] /SFOR [Stabilization Force] and 2004 EUFOR
[European Force], in Bosnia Herzegovina established by NATO and the EU
respectively.

International and regional organisations operate with a shared mandate to maintain global
peace and security, yet their roles are nuanced to foster effective collaboration. The UN,
vested with overarching authority, ensures the maintenance of international peace, as seen
in its coordinated efforts with the African Union (AU) in Somalia through the African
Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) and its partnership with the League of Arab States
during the Syrian crisis. Similarly, the diplomacy and mediation efforts in Kenya by a
joint AU/UN envoy, Kofi Annan, exemplify the synergy between global and regional
actors in conflict resolution (Bellamy, 2015, p. 36). Under the auspices of the UN,
regional organizations like the AU engage directly with local disputes, often acting as
first responders due to their proximity and regional understanding. These organizations

operate within a legal framework established by the UN Charter, specifically under
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Chapter VIII, which not only legitimizes but mandates their preliminary efforts in dispute
resolution before escalating issues to the Security Council. This system underscores the
pivotal role of regional entities in the initial handling of conflicts, ensuring a more
immediate and culturally nuanced response. Further supported by the UN General
Assembly (UNGA) Resolutions such as 2625 (XXV) of 1970 and A/RES/36/103 of 1981,
which advocate peaceful dispute resolution and non-interference, these collaborative
efforts highlight the importance of a cohesive and legally structured approach to
international peacekeeping (Raynova, 2017, pp. 2-3).

Nonetheless, interventions often challenge state sovereignty, violating the principle of
non-intervention. The use of force and intervention in internal affairs are prohibited under
international law. Accordingly, Article 2(4) of the UN Charter establishes that “all
Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against
the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner
inconsistent with the Purposes of the UN” (UN, 1945, p. 3). Moreover, Article 2(7) states
that:

Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the UN to intervene in
matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall
require the Members to submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter;
but this principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement measures under
Chapter VII (UN, 1945, p. 3).

Likewise, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) (1975, p. 6)

highlights the principle of non-intervention as follows:

The participating States will refrain from any intervention, direct or indirect,
individual or collective, in the internal or external affairs falling within the domestic
jurisdiction of another participating State, regardless of their mutual relations.

They will accordingly refrain from any form of armed intervention or threat of such
intervention against another participating State.

They will likewise, in all circumstances, refrain from any other act of military,
political, economic, or coercion designed to subordinate to their interest the exercise
by another participating State of the rights inherent in its sovereignty and thus to
secure advantages of any kind.

Accordingly, they will, inter alia, refrain from direct or indirect assistance to terrorist
activities, or to subversive or other activities directed towards the violent overthrow
of the regime of another participating State.
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There are several pivotal questions in this regard:

Is legality through UN Security Council authorization indispensable? Is a non-
authorized intervention, by definition, illegal or legal given an alternative reading of
the UN Charter? Can intervention be condoned if it appears legitimate even though
it is technically illegal? [...] where to place the threshold for intervening with or
without UN Security Council authorization on systematic human rights violations?
(such as systematic discrimination akin to apartheid or ‘internal colonialism’) [...]
which cases to intervene (with or without UN authorization), in a protracted internal
war (Liberia, Syria), in a ‘Hobbesian’ war of all against all (Somalia), a separatist
war (Kosovo), or only to put an end to one-sided onslaught (Rwanda), or in all four
cases? [...] problem of abuse (wrong intentions and ulterior motives), how can it be
checked? UN authorization, collective intervention, and intergovernmental
supervision may do the trick, but what if they are not forthcoming? [...] Should
intervention take place only after the exhaustion of all peaceful means? [...] There
is also the need for a reasonable estimate of a successful outcome, that is, of attaining
the humanitarian goals, avoiding ‘noble intentions and bloody results’? (Heraclides
& Dialla, 2015a, pp. 4-5).

Legal and illegal interventions delineate actions based on their adherence to or violation
of established international laws, treaties, and norms. Legal interventions are assumed to
comply with international law and operate under the consent of involved parties or
authorisation by international bodies. These include diplomatic negotiations,
peacekeeping operations, and adherence to international legal frameworks, all aimed at
fostering cooperation and resolving conflicts within the scope of legal statutes.
Conversely, illegal interventions violate international law and state sovereignty or act
without authorisation, often leading to disputes and broader challenges in the
international arena. Such interventions typically involve unilateral military actions,
breaches of state sovereignty, and non-compliance with international legal norms. These
actions are against established international legal principles and lead to legal and
diplomatic challenges. Therefore, while legal interventions aim to enhance international
relations by fostering compliance and cooperation, illegal interventions disrupt these
relations and undermine the rule of international law. Of course, while examining these
circumstances, the type of justifications (political or legal), type of interventions (military
or non-military), size of the intervention (individual or collective), status of authorisation,
or the motives for the intervention (e.g. self-determination or international action) should

be distinguished.

Using military force as a foreign policy tool is generally prohibited under international

law (Kardas, 2003, p. 22). In such a situation, international law recognizes states’
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competence to make treaties and mutual assistance agreements for collective self-defence
and cooperation. Such legal frameworks allow states to legitimize interventions under
specific conditions. However, exploitation of these treaties is cautioned against, as
demonstrated by historical interpretations, such as Norway’s stance on NATO’s
intervention rights without a formal request from the legitimate government (Wright,

1957, p. 83).

As another way of legitimate intervention, through the Security Council acting under
Chapter VII of its Charter, the UN holds exclusive authority “to take enforcement action
in cases of a threat to or breach of international peace and security” (Kioko, 2003, p. 820).
However, the “Security Council is first required to determine whether a threat to peace,
breach of the peace, or act of aggression exists before it can take measures” (Kinacioglu,
2005, pp. 31-32). The Charter draws a sharp line between military and non-military and
forceful and non-forceful measures since its first purpose is maintaining international
peace and security. In a conflict, the UN permits states to protest such violations through
their rights defined under international law by putting diplomatic and economic pressures
through negotiation, conciliation, or arbitration, made available by customary
international law, treaty, or the Charter. Hence, the UN Charter prioritizes non-military
actions (Wright, 1957, p. 88). Non-forceful measures, peaceful and diplomatic means, or

financial sanctions are encouraged.

This legal backdrop sets the stage for a more nuanced discussion of interventionism,
analysed through various frameworks, including self-defence, maintenance of
international order, and the principle of state sovereignty. Each perspective offers a
unique insight into the complexities of international relations and the varying
justifications for interventions on the global stage. The following sub-sections will further
examine these frameworks, providing a deeper understanding of the principles and

motivations underpinning interventionism.

1.1.2.1. Self-defence in Understanding Interventionism

The policies that shape the path to interventions vary by decades. The historical and

philosophical underpinnings of interventionism have evolved significantly from the 16™
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century to the present, reflecting shifts in legal, political, and ethical perspectives.
Initially, looking into the 16" and 17™ centuries, international lawyers like Hugo Grotius
and Emmerich de Vattel, or the 18" and 19™ centuries philosophers like Immanuel Kant,
emphasize concepts like intervention, sovereignty, independence, self-defense, etc. In his
“The Rights of War and Peace” (1625), Grotius was one of the first to make statements
regarding interventions. While defining the form of intervention, he explicitly forbade
any rebellion. However, he gave the foreign princes the right to intervene if the people
were distressed (Hendrickson, 2014, p. 55). Like Grotius, Kant, in his “Toward Perpetual
Peace: A Philosophical Sketch” (1795), “opposed to revolution against oppression,
despite his great enthusiasm for the French Revolution, the American Revolution, and the
Irish struggle” (Heraclides & Dialla, 2015b, p. 82). According to his understanding,
princes or states could intervene in others’ internal affairs to end the anarchic situation,
but this physical intervention should occur only in absolute necessity. Grotius opened the
door for discussions about external intervention and the right of revolution, and
philosophers like Rousseau and Hobbes followed. All of these were related to the
understanding of external intervention for sovereignty, not the right of revolution. In the
18th century, with Locke, the emphasis on the right of revolution gained pace. However,
it is worth noting here that scholars and thinkers only emphasized one side; they saw that
the concepts of intervention and the right of rebellion were related, but nobody justified
both. The reason might be that allowing external intervention and the right of rebellion

would risk domestic and international order (Hendrickson, 2014, p. 55).

When examining interventions predating the 1990s, such as India’s intervention in East
Pakistan (now Bangladesh), Tanzania’s intervention in Uganda, and Vietnam’s
intervention in Cambodia, the rationale behind interventions was primarily rooted in
traditional concepts of state sovereignty. At that time, interventions were justified by self-
defence or maintaining regional stability rather than a claim of humanitarian motivations.
India’s intervention in Bangladesh (1971) was officially justified on the grounds of self-
defence, as the refugee influx from East Pakistan due to the Pakistani military’s actions
posed a direct threat to India’s internal stability. Tanzania’s intervention in Uganda
(1979) was partly justified by Uganda’s aggressive policies towards Tanzania, including
territorial claims and the support of armed rebels. Vietnam’s intervention in Cambodia

(1978-1979) was primarily framed around Vietnam’s security concerns (Hendrickson,
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2014, p. 54). As Archibald et al. (2012, p. 98) note, “[t]he idea that a state should
intervene solely for humanitarian reasons is a noble dream”. So, in the 1970s
interventions, the inherent right of self-defence was invoked (Hendrickson, 2014, p. 54),
which is an exception to this prohibition specified under Article 51 of Chapter VII, which

reads as follows:

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or
collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the UN until
the Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace
and security. Measures taken by Members in the exercise of this right of self-defence
shall be immediately reported to the Security Council. They shall not affect the
authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present Charter to take
at any time such action as it deems necessary to maintain or restore international
peace and security (UN, 1945, pp. 10-11).

In the 20th century, specific conditions and factors characterising the area where the
intervention occurred shifted dramatically with decolonisation, which decreased the
frequency of interventions justified by self-defence claims. The newly independent states
were no longer of strategic interest to colonial powers. Thus, these imperial states had no
incentive to invest in “rescue operations” (Falk, 1999, p. 370). This occurred for many
reasons: geopolitical structure has changed, the support for human rights has increased,
and human security understanding has come to the forefront; with the effect of
globalisation, many micro-nationalisms and ethnic causes have emerged (Falk, 1999, p.
374). So, in the 1990s, not only did a new international order emerge, but also, as Falk
(1999, p. 370) and Hendrickson (2014, p. 53) suggest, a new type of interventionism was

introduced.

The most vexing problems in the 1990s have arisen from human catastrophes
in economically and politically disadvantaged countries. Somalia, Bosnia,
Rwanda, Chechnya, Kosovo, Sierra Leone, Liberia, and Sudan are the most
prominent instances. These countries are either in the geographical South or
in two dismantled states: the SU and Yugoslavia. Their plight is linked to the
circumstances of the ‘new world disorder’ that emerged after the end of the
Cold War and continued through the 1990s (Falk, 1999, p. 370).

With the new order, wars, and policies adopted, old interventionist methods became
inadequate for the new order. As a result, the change in world politics changed how
interventionist thinking was viewed. It is seen that “the traditional prohibition against

intervention”, initialised in 1919 and reassured in 1945, was beginning to lose
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significance (Hendrickson, 2014, p. 54). This new era of interventionism changed even
further in the 2000s because of terrorist activities and changes in security policies. This
also created a domino effect within the system. Changes in the international order, state
relations, foreign policies, and security definitions created different approaches for
understanding and implementing intervention. In this regard, actions and policy
implementations are realigned according to the international legal and political order
(Kardas, 2003, p. 22). The primary distinction between the interventionist methods lies
in their evolution from state-centric, economically focused actions in traditional
interventionism to more diverse and complex approaches in modern interventionism.
While older methods emphasised state control and economic measures, contemporary
strategies involve a broader range of actors and tactics. These new approaches include
the influence of international alliances on conflict emergence, the implementation of

multilateral economic sanctions, and the use of reciprocity in superpower conflicts.

1.1.2.2. International Order and Sovereignty Discussions in Relation to

Interventionism

Following the end of the CW, the global geopolitical landscape transitioned from a
bipolar structure dominated by the US and the SU to a unipolar system where the US
emerged as the predominant power. However, this unipolar moment was relatively short-
lived as it soon began to evolve into a multipolar world order characterized by the rise of

multiple power centres.

As power continues to diffuse from the unipolar US, we can expect a multipolar
world to be more complex and multi-layered. We can expect geopolitical self-
assertion in a multipolar system to mean that interventions will continue if not indeed
grow in importance, but that they will not be defined by a single regime type and its
associated set of ideas (Cunliffe, 2019, p. 8).

Interventions within these international orders are shaped by diverse forces extending
beyond the traditional state-centric model. These influences include varying identities,
interests, and behaviours, implicating multiple actors. Therefore, it is crucial to recognize
the broader spectrum of influences that define and direct the nature of interventions in the
international arena. For instance, in some orders, the political authority is distributed

based on sovereignty, and in others based on empire or heteronomy. However, in these
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orders, units vary with the systemic configuration of authority, units being the sovereign
states in the example of sovereign orders. In this regard, the nature of the intervention and
the forms of reasoning vary from one kind of order to another (Goldman, 1994, p. 127;

Reus-Smit, 2013, p. 1058).

The principle of sovereignty, traditionally understood as the right of states to govern
themselves without external interference, has been a cornerstone of international relations
since the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648. According to Grotius and de Vattel, every human
should be free, equal, and independent in the individualistic sense in the same manner as
states should be free, equal, and independent in the domestic sense (Sellers, 2014, pp. 1—

2).

Scholars frequently preface their analyses with definitional discussions about what
intervention is. However, these definitions usually take a common form, with
intervention conceived within a ‘sovereignty frame.’ It is assumed that it occurs
within a system or society of sovereign states, that the intervening actors are
sovereign states, and that the intervention targets are sovereign states. Furthermore,
intervention practices are understood to violate sovereignty (Reus-Smit, 2013, p.
1058).
The principle of sovereignty has been increasingly challenged, particularly in instances
involving human rights violations or threats to international peace and security. In many
works, understanding the principle of sovereignty became the basis for a legal right of
intervention since the right of a state to be free of interference is as old as the state system
itself (Goldman, 1994, p. 125). In the intervention-sovereignty studies, “it is commonly
assumed that intervention takes place within an international order where political authority is
distributed according to the principle of sovereignty—where the state enjoys supreme authority

within its territorial borders and recognizes no higher authority beyond those borders” (Reus-

Smit, 2013, p. 1060). It is worth highlighting here regarding the meaning of sovereignty:

sovereignty is not a quality of which some abstract political entity becomes
possessed by mere virtue of the fact that some geographers or cartographers have
drawn lines around it. Rather, sovereignty is the possession of the identifiable group
of people who happen to be living within those confines, and who are entitled by
international law to exercise their right of self-determination in creating a state
(Goldman, 1994, p. 128).

In such a world where authority is defined in terms of sovereignty, “the cardinal norm
sustaining the systemic configuration of political authority is non-intervention [...]

Intervention, conversely, is conceived as the violation of this principle, as the
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transgression of a sovereign state’s exclusive, territorially defined domain of political
authority” (Reus-Smit, 2013, p. 1060). This sovereignty frame may be a reasonable
example in today’s international order “in which the principle of sovereignty informs the
basic distribution of political authority, and intervention is practiced and experienced by

sovereign states or their agents” (Reus-Smit, 2013, p. 1062).

In light of the above analysis, a common and basic description of the intervention can be
drawn for this thesis. Intervention is about interference and to intervene. It can take form
in non-intrusive means like mediation or arbitration; it may be in the form of sanctions to
persuade, or it may be of a more coercive sort and involve the use of force. The type of
intervention changes according to the severity of the situation. If there is a severe
dispute/situation in a country that affects a substantial part of the population, if there is a
natural disaster, famine, or drought, if there are severe abuses of human rights, and if the
government of that country is unwilling or unable to prevent and intervene in the
situation, or protect the population; with or without the consent of the incumbent
government, the international community, international organizations, a state or a
coalition of states, or regional powers or organizations may intervene. This intervention
might occur to help the population, solve the problem, and ease the tension, or it can be
used to implement intervening powers’ interests. Because of the intervening powers’
uncertain intentions and many different aspects, intervention and its outcomes are highly
disputed in IR and international law. Thus, interventionism is a policy or practice in which
a country involves itself in the affairs of another sovereign nation. This involvement can
take various forms, including political, military, economic, or humanitarian actions. The
intervening state often justifies its interventionism on national interest, security,
humanitarian concerns, or promoting specific values and norms. However, it is also a
contentious practice as it most often violates the sovereignty of the targeted state and may

lead to unintended consequences and/or prolonged conflicts.

1.2. CONCEPTUALIZING REGIONALISM

Regionalism impacts the dynamics of interventionism within specific geographic regions
in various ways. For example, it encourages cooperation among states, fostering

collective responses to regional challenges and opportunities. This cooperation is crucial
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in shaping decision-making processes concerning interventions and security measures.
Regionalism is critical for understanding how geographical and cultural proximities can
lead to unique collaborations and/or conflicts. As for this thesis, studying regionalism
through the lens of Ukrainian and Venezuelan experiences allows for a deeper
understanding of how regional affiliations and conflicts influence global politics and
offers lessons on the power dynamics and strategic decisions within different regional
settings. Defining the concepts of region and regionalism requires starting with the
foundational question of “what, exactly, is regional and what is not” (Lombaerde et al.,

2010, p. 739).

1.2.1. What Are Region and Regionalism?

Regionalism is a multifaceted concept that has evolved significantly, encompassing
various dimensions such as economic integration, political cooperation, and cultural
identity. At its core, regionalism refers to the process through which states within a
specific geographic area develop shared norms, institutions, and policies to address
common challenges and promote collective interests (Barbieri, 2019, p. 431). This
process is not solely about geographic proximity but also involves the creation of a
cohesive identity and a sense of community among the states and societies within the
region. The concept of a region is “fluid”, shaped by dynamic interactions between
political, economic, and social forces rather than being fixed by geography alone
(Soderbaum, 2015, p. 5). Regionalism has evolved to represent a significant mechanism
of governance where regions take on “quasi-autonomous roles in shaping global policies”
and address issues previously handled by global multilateral institutions (Barbieri, 2019,
p. 424). This fluidity and evolution are central to understanding how regions act as both
a response to and a driver of globalisation. Unlike static geographic entities, regions
evolve as states and non-state actors continuously redefine their boundaries and roles—
from a mainly state-centric perspective to one that recognises the significance of regional
networks and the interdependence of regional entities—Ileading to a more complex and
interdependent global order. Regionalism underscores the complexity and diversity of
regional interactions in contemporary global politics by blurring the lines between

domestic and international and between micro- and macro-regions (Lombaerde et al.,
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2010, p. 739; Séderbaum, 2009, p. 478). This conceptual understanding of regionalism
highlights its role as a critical mechanism for managing regional affairs, fostering
stability, and influencing global governance through various forms and facets, ranging
from economic cooperation to security alliances (Barbieri, 2019, pp. 425-426, 431;
Séderbaum, 2009, pp. 478-479). After this brief introduction, the information provided

will be detailed below sections.

The term region encompasses a variety of interpretations and conceptualisations across
different disciplines. That is why just like Keating (2011, p. 4) has put it, “[i]t is
notoriously difficult to define a region. It is a territorial space, certainly, so we can exclude
virtual spaces from our consideration, but it can take a number of territorial
configurations.” In its generic meaning, a region is a defined area characterised by shared
features, such as geographical, cultural, economic, or political similarities, that
distinguish it from surrounding areas. Regions encompass relational networks and
territorial entities which are crucial in shaping policies and addressing global issues. In a
broad sense, a region can be described as a collection of places where two places within
the a region share some similarities (Geerdink, 2010, p. 4). Generally, regionalism can be
defined as the process of regional integration and cooperation among states within a
specific geographic area. It involves the development of shared norms, institutions, and
policies to address common challenges and promote collective interests within a regional
context. Regionalism can also be defined as multilateralism that focuses on enhancing
cooperation, fostering stability, and deepening integration among neighbouring states.
Regionalism may also influence global politics by serving as a platform for regional
powers to assert influence, negotiate with external actors, and address transnational issues
that impact the region (Kavalski, 2009, p. 6). In this regard, it can be said that a region is
an area with shared characteristics. At the same time, regionalism represents a mechanism
of governance where regions play an increasingly autonomous role in shaping policies
and addressing issues. That is why regionalism plays a significant role in shaping global
governance, as regional organisations and arrangements contribute to managing regional

affairs, conflict resolution, and promoting regional stability.

Another way of defining regions is by referring to the term as a “geographical area”

instead of “state communities”. As Lombaerde et al. (2010, p. 736) have defined, “calling
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something a region is done because it emphasises that geographical area with its attached
social community and the system is not a state while at the same time, it may have some
statechood properties”. Here, we can see that some scholars define regions as not
sovereign states but may possess some state-like features (Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 736).
In the mainstream IR literature, the general view places states at the centre of discussions.
This state-centric view is being challenged by the differentiation of regions and states and
by referring to “regionhood (statehood properties without sovereignty), identity,
institutionalisation, [...] the capacity to interact with other regions, [...] or the capacity
to (economically or politically) influence other regions” (Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 740).
This means that while these regions may exhibit characteristics such as governance
structures, economic systems, and even cultural identities similar to those of sovereign
states, they do not possess full sovereignty. They may lack complete autonomy in their
political decision-making and are often subject to the authority of the sovereign states in
which they are located. As Hettne (2002, p. 327) describes, “[r]egion is a process. Regions
are always evolving and changing. Like a nation, a region is an ‘imagined community,’
and like a nation, it has a territorial base”. This evolving nature of regions is further
evidenced by the expanding role of regionalism in international relations, which now
encompasses a wide array of government and non-state actors. With the effect of
globalisation along with other factors, states are no longer the sole actors. This expansion
reflects “the shifting nature of global politics and the intensification of globalisation”
(Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 732). The institutionalisation of regionalism, hence, has been
a strategic concept for many years. From the Second World War years to the CW years,
institutions acted as a political space in building new and robust coalitions to
counterbalance other actors, strengthen one’s ideals and interests, legitimate one’s power,
and deflect the policies of the most powerful (Hurrell, 2005, p. 50). Also, institutions,
both formal and informal, play a crucial role in the development of regions and regional
identities. These institutions provide the framework for regional cooperation, governance,
and economic activities. Throughout the 1980s, the landscape of regionalism witnessed a
significant diversification with the proliferation of various regional projects. The EU, in
particular, underwent substantial expansion and deepening, becoming a focal point of

regional integration (Soderbaum, 2003, p. 1).
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As seen so far, the literature defines regions and regional integrations from economic,
political, historical, and cultural perspectives. According to some scholars, this
construction and reconstruction through social practices and discourse have led to
increasing pluralism of regional definitions, such as “mega-, macro-, meso-, sub-, and
micro-regions” (Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 739; Séderbaum, 2009, p. 478). In time,
regionalism has evolved as a space between the national and the local. These types of
regions were later called micro-regions. Likewise, later, macro-regions emerged to refer
to larger territorial units. These regions were located somewhere between the state and
global system levels. As described by Nye in International Regionalism:
Readings (1968), macro-regions consist of a few states connected by their geographical
proximity and mutual interdependence. With the boost of globalisation, the macro-
regions became the most common object in world politics; conversely, micro-regions
were used to define regional concepts at the domestic level. Especially in comparative
regionalism, macro-regions were at the centre. However, in contemporary studies, where
the sharp distinction between domestic and international is lost, micro-regions have
become more cross-border concepts. This can be more clearly understood from the
constructivist perspective. According to constructivism, regions and boundaries are
concepts constructed by states and non-state actors, making both increasingly fluid. This
perspective suggests that boundaries and regions are no longer fixed by geography alone
but are shaped by dynamic political, economic, and social interactions. As a result, the
traditional distinction between these two classifications has become increasingly
indistinct, reflecting their shared fluidity and constructed nature. For example, the most
common differentiation point for macro-regions and micro-regions was their level and
size. However, both micro and macro-regions can come in different sizes. “A macro-
region (for example, Benelux) can be smaller than a micro-region (for instance, a Chinese
province), in terms of population, economic weight or some other measure” (Lombaerde

etal., 2010, p. 738).

The wide range of definitions for region, regionalism, and regionalisation reflects diverse
perspectives and analytical frameworks (Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 735). Different
disciplines interpret and define regions differently. Thus, just like Hurrell (2005, p. 46)
puts it, this diversity has created extensive debates and divisions within the field, notably

between those who view regionalism primarily through the lens of state interests and
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interstate arrangements and those who conceptualise regionalism as a process leading to
more complex regional polities. As Acharya (2011, p. 632) emphasises, while geography
studies define a region as a particular area characterised by shared features, such as
geographical, cultural, economic, or political similarities, that distinguish it from the
surrounding area, in political science, the concept of region is often associated with
regionalism, where regions are socially constructed entities that play a significant role in
shaping global policies and addressing various issues. In economics, regions are typically
defined through economic indicators such as GDP, employment rates, industry
specialisation and trade patterns. These are crucial for analysing economic development

and disparities and formulating policies that promote regional growth and integration.

To briefly explain the different perspectives, from a geographical perspective,
regionalism is conceptualised as a framework of relational networks and territorial
entities, explicitly focusing on infrastructure and viewing regions as socially constructed
entities that significantly influence global policies and developments. From a political
science perspective, regionalism is a governance mechanism (Barbieri, 2019, p. 424).
Within the field of IR, regionalism is both a sub-discipline that highlights global trends
and perspectives and a framework for understanding how regions interact, cooperate, and
compete on the international stage. As seen, the generic definitions and the criteria used
to define a region can differ significantly; while geography and environmental sciences
typically focus on physical characteristics, environmental factors and spatial relationships
to delineate regions, economics focuses on financial and technical indicators. In addition,
the scales of analysis—whether local, national, or global—significantly influence the
definition and delineation of a region. At the local scale, the definition of a region may
focus on specific geographic boundaries, cultural identities, or economic activities within
a confined area. Criteria for defining regions at the national scale may involve factors
such as economic development, political boundaries, and shared historical legacies. At
the global scale, regions are often conceptualised as interconnected entities that transcend
national borders and encompass diverse countries or continents. Global regions may be
defined based on geopolitical considerations, economic integration, or shared

environmental challenges.
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Moreover, how a researcher defines a region can vary significantly based on their
perspective. The definition of region changes according to the nationality, theoretical
viewpoint of a researcher, and especially according to the research question, showing that
regionalism is a multifaceted concept influenced by various academic and practical
considerations (Barbieri, 2019, p. 430; Geerdink, 2010, p. 4). For example, a Third World
scholar defines regions differently than a European or North American scholar. From a
materialistic point of view, regions may be described in terms of their economic
capabilities. In contrast, from a liberal point of view, regions may be defined from their
human rights standpoints. In this regard, regionalism is not just about one type of

regionalism; it has various forms and dimensions.

Building on these varying conceptual frameworks, recent regionalization processes
further reveal how political, economic, and cultural similarities, though political,
financial, and security aspects often dominate the debates (Hettne, 2002, p. 333). The
main focus is on the economic side of regions, such as economic policies or agreements.
However, since regionalism is a dynamic process, regions come together through various
factors. This process involves a series of logics like “[lJogics of economic and
technological transformation and societal integration, logics of power-political
competition, logics of security and logic of identity and community” (Hurrell, 2005, p.
40). As (Hurrell, 2005, p. 45) notes, “[t]he character of regionalist projects and the nature
of the challenges facing them have been decisively influenced by security and geopolitical
imperatives”. Especially with the 1990s, the era of global change, new realities combined
with globalisation brought new security challenges. The way of thinking, perceptions,
foreign policies of states, international policies of the international community, and the
security priorities changed with the new order. Security studies, neighbourhood policies,
and regionalist policies climaxed with the 9/11 attacks. The idea of “either you are with
us, or you are an enemy’’ created another viewpoint within the security discourse of
regionalism. Before this period, security and regionalism were studied regarding how
regions depend on each other and how this system creates insecurities between regions.
With 9/11, the security discourse changed to a more complex one. As Hurrell (2005, p.
45) said in this specific matter, “the links between increasing patterns of interdependence
and different forms of insecurity were already a significant feature of regionalism well

before 11 September 2001. But the post-11 September security climate has made this
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aspect of regionalism ever more salient”. This shift indicates a movement from focusing
on nation-states and inter-state relations to a broader consideration of systemic changes,
evolving security paradigms, and redefining what is essential in international relations.
As Hurrell (2005, p. 39) said, “changes in the salience of intra-regional relations, the
density and scope of regional interactions” affected central states’ foreign politics,

especially those interested in a particular region.

1.2.2. A New Era in Regionalism

Regionalism plays a vital role in the international order, and it “is far from being a linear
or uniform process; rather it has emerged in stages, shaped by a variety of external and
internal factors alike” (Fawcett, 2012, p. 8); it can be described in waves. If we look at
this chronologically, the first wave of regionalism started in the 1950s and 1960s through
Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs). The enactment of RTAs marked a significant trend
towards regional integration, which has since expanded considerably. However, with the
new regionalism policies (among other things in the international arena), RTAs’ growth
has, in a way, exploded (Burfisher et al., 2004, p. 1). “The process of integration that
started in the 1950s had the purpose of transcending the historical war system” (Hettne,
2002, p. 325). This regional integration project was initiated economically because, in the
1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, many nations, scholars, and politicians focused on defining

regions scientifically.

The end of the 1980s marked a new regionalism, which is “characterized by its
multidimensionality, complexity, fluidity” and a departure from traditional conformity
due to the diversity of regional actors; this new period prompted a discussion of
“regionalisms in the plural”, recognising the varied forms and expressions of regionalism
across different contexts (Soderbaum & Shaw, 2003, pp. 1-2). The new understanding of
regionalism was born to differentiate the two eras after World War II. It differed from the
old regionalism because the system was changing, and regionalism discussions were no
longer limited to the economic discourse. In the last two decades of accumulated
knowledge, we have witnessed various milestones, from “the institutional design of
numerous regional organisations” to the complex “relationship between globalisation and

regionalism” (Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 732).
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Regionalism has evolved into a dynamic process, as illustrated by the New Regionalism
Approach (NRA), which emphasises interconnectedness, cohesive identities, and the
concept of “regionness” (Deciancio, 2016, p. 108; Hettne, 2002, p. 327). Hettne (2002,
p. 327) described “regionness” as a spectrum ranging from simple geographical spaces to
complex, institutionalized polities and defined five levels of regionness. According to the
first, he defines “regional space” as a geographic area that exists as the natural physical
barrier, like Europe as the territory that expands from the Atlantic to the Ural. In the
second definition, he emphasizes the regional complexities. This complex form is an
outcome of the intense trans-local relations of human groups. The interconnection of
these local/regional groups through some common factors creates a security complex.
One example that could be a good match for this definition is the realist definition of the
regional system. According to this definition, since the system is anarchic and the state
system is organised through the concept of balance of power, the relations among these
states through regional formations create a security question (Hettne, 2002, p. 327). On
the third form of explanation, Hettne (2002, p. 327) argued that “a regional society can
be either organised or more spontaneous”. This can be in economic, political, cultural,
and military fields. As the fourth level of regionness, we can discuss a regional
community created through an organizational framework. With the forms mentioned
above, these transnational civil societies are created with social interactions and shared
values. In the final form of regionness, Hettne (2002, p. 328) talks about a regional
institutionalised polity. At this level, regions became more fixed structures, more
politicised, and more sui generis formations. State formation and nation-building

processes can be excellent examples of this level, similar but not the same.

Since the 1980s, the multidimensional nature of regionalism has not only advanced
studies and theories but also introduced new challenges to the field, necessitating a
diverse array of theoretical approaches—from institutionalism and security complex
theory to constructivist and critical perspectives and ‘new regionalism’ approaches, such
as the world order approach (WOA), new regionalism approach (NRA) and region-
building approach to neorealist and neo-liberal institutional theories, new trade theories
and new institutionalism and even mentalist, power, constructivist, neo-functionalist and
historical institutionalist perspectives; a new wave of regional integration (Hettne, 2002,

p. 328; Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 734; Séderbaum & Shaw, 2003, p. 202). However, this
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does not mean the multidimensional side of regionalism is always good; this plural and
multidimensional character of regionalism also led to the proliferation of new challenges
and puzzles for comparative politics (Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 732; S6derbaum, 2009,
p. 477). First discussions occurred about the formation of regions. Although the
geopolitical character of regionalism is always emphasized, with new nation-states,
changes, and global effects in the system, regions are argued to be not a natural formation.
Lombaerde et al. (2010, p. 736) have described that “regions are not a natural kind: the
concept is used when referring to different phenomena such as the EU, North- Rhine-
Westphalia or the Euregio.” Secondly, and probably most discussed criticism of regions
and regionalism was related to the fragmented nature of the research field. Despite the
growing emphasis on ‘comparative regionalism’, debates on comparison fundamentals
were either lacking or there were none (Lombaerde et al., 2010, pp. 732—733). Moving
from the weak side or criticisms of regions and regionalism to understanding the concept

in more detail, we first need to understand its change.

The new regionalism and wave of regionalism were very different from their old form in
several ways. Firstly, it was formed in the bipolar CW environment but took shape in the
multipolar world order. This multipolar system is affected by globalisation. Secondly, the
old was created through “superpower engagements”, while the new one was formed with
more voluntary actions (Hettne, 2002, p. 326). As the third point, the economic structure
in the old one was inward-oriented and more protectionist, but in the new one, a more
open system was a must through globalisation. The fourth one is the motivations and
orientations of these levels. In the old perspective, realist views were more dominant, so
the objectives of regionalism were more security-motivated and economic-oriented. In
the new wave, the multidimensional parts were becoming more dominant through global
effects, changes in the international system, and emerging new states and theories. Lastly,
“the old was concerned with relations between nation states”, while the new one was
concerned with various non-state actors because of the above-mentioned new realities

(Hettne, 2002, p. 326).

With the discussions about new regionalisms in the 1990s, globalisation studies within
the regionalism discussions increased. “In the field of international relations, the studies

of this so-called ‘new regionalism’ considered new aspects, particularly those focused on
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conditions related to what increasingly came to be labelled globalisation” (Lombaerde et
al., 2010, p. 734). However, regionalism is now understood not merely as a response to
globalization but as an integral part of it, shaping and being shaped by global dynamics
(Hettne, 2002, p. 329; Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 734). Linking concepts together was
very popular, apart from defining them separately (Gamble & Payne, 1996; Hettne, 1999,
p- 3, 2002, p. 329; Hurrell, 2005).

Many definitions of regionalism were made in the process that came with the new order.
According to these definitions, while some scholars see regionalism and regionalism
policies as a project brought about by the new order and globalization, other scholars
began to define regionalism within the political-economic order. According to one side
of the view, regionalist policies try to restore the political order by using liberal economic
policies and the new order. On the other hand, there is the view that regionalism cannot
be the dominant organizing principle of the new order but can only play an auxiliary role,
especially with common regional interests (Hurrell, 2005, p. 53). According to this
understanding, regionalism must be studied and understood from exogenous (global) and
endogenous (historical) perspectives (Hettne, 2002, pp. 325-326). “[F]rom the exogenous
perspective (according to which regionalisation and globalisation are intertwined
articulations of global transformation) and from an endogenous perspective (according to
which regionalisation is shaped from within the region by a large number of different

actors)” (Lombaerde et al., 2010, p. 734).

It is evident that regionalism is a complex concept, much like interventionism, and
encompasses a wide array of definitions and debates, which results in more intricate
perspectives. As all the definitions suggest, regions are traditionally understood as
geographic areas, but it can be argued that they should also be conceptualized as
geopolitical structures. In this context, regionalism refers to unifying of these geopolitical
entities under shared norms, common identities, enemies, or other unifying features.
Contemporary regionalist structures illustrate that regions are not solely composed of
geographic entities (such as Latin American states) but also entities formed around
common interests (such as Third World countries or specific regional organizations like
the African Union or ASEAN) (Soderbaum, 2009). Moreover, it can be argued that the

state-centric approach to regionalism is increasingly seen as inadequate. Given
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regionalism’s “fluid” nature, different realities, strategies, and perspectives naturally give
rise to diverse forms of regionalism (Séderbaum, 2015, p. 5). This fluidity reflects the
evolving nature of global dynamics, with regionalist structures varying according to the
subject of study or the researcher’s perspective. Therefore, it can be argued that there is
no singular or fixed definition of regionalism; no one definition can comprehensively
explain all instances of regional cooperation. Fixed territorial borders do not bind regional
actors, as the concept of regionalism is inherently fluid, mirroring the ongoing changes
in the global order. As study subjects evolve rapidly, the concepts and frameworks used

to analyse them, such as regionalism, must also adapt to maintain relevance.

In light of the discussions mentioned above, it can be argued that, in the cases of Ukraine
and Venezuela, regionalism manifests through their distinct geopolitical alignments and
regional influences that shape their foreign policies and international interactions.
Ukraine’s regionalism may be characterized by its relations with the EU and its Eastern
European neighbours, focusing on security and economic integration. In contrast,
Venezuela’s regionalism is deeply intertwined with American regionalism and Latin
American regional politics. Venezuela’s complex relationship with the US significantly
affects its regional strategies, including diplomatic and economic policies. In this regard,
it can be argued that regionalism has been both shaped by and shaped Ukraine and
Venezuela’s international engagements. In Ukraine, regional dynamics have significantly
influenced its conflict with Russia and its aspirations towards European integration. In
the other case, regionalism has impacted Venezuela’s diplomatic relations and economic
policies with the US. These initial observations will be explored in the following chapters

in more detail.

1.3. THE INTERRELATION BETWEEN INTERVENTIONISM AND
REGIONALISM

The intricate relationship between regionalism and interventionism is pivotal in
understanding the dynamics of international relations and geopolitical strategies. As
global politics evolves, the interplay between these two concepts becomes increasingly
relevant, influencing how states interact within their regions and on the global stage. This

section explores the connection between regionalism and interventionism, defining their
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relationship, examining their interrelation, and assessing the significance of these
interactions in contemporary international affairs. By dissecting how regional affiliations
and alliances can influence interventionist policies and vice versa, we can better

understand the mechanisms that drive regional stability, cooperation, and conflict.

Interventionism and regionalism are interconnected concepts in the field of IR, with
regionalism often influencing the nature and scope of interventions within specific
geographic areas. The relationship between interventionism and regionalism can be
understood through various perspectives, such as regional security cooperation, regional
organisations, stability, integration, power dynamics, and norms and values. Regionalism
fosters security cooperation among neighbouring states, leading to collective responses
to security challenges within a specific region. This cooperation can influence the
decision-making process regarding interventions to address regional security threats and
conflicts (Lucatello & Gomez, 2022, p. 6). Furthermore, regional organisations facilitate
interventions and conflict resolution within their respective regions. These regional
organisations provide a platform for dialogue, coordination, and cooperation among their
members in addressing regional challenges and conducting operations (Hoffmann, 2019,
p. 2). Regionalism contributes to stability within a geographic area, which can impact the
types of interventions conducted and the level of cooperation among regional actors in
addressing security threats and conflicts. Stable regional environments may require
different intervention strategies compared to regions facing instability (Lucatello &
Gomez, 2022, p. 1). Moreover, regional integration through economic agreements and
political cooperation significantly affects the nature of interventions. If these nations are
highly integrated, they are more likely to solve a crisis through peaceful mechanisms,
which reduces the necessity for external interventions. Thus, in a regional space, power
dynamics play a critical role in determining the outcomes and motivations of
interventions. Regional powers can significantly influence the direction and effectiveness
of interventions. Additionally, through the shared norms, values, and interests among

states, regional organisations influence the justification and legitimacy of interventions.

Exploring the interrelation between regionalism and interventionism forms a critical
foundation for this thesis, providing key insights into the underlying dynamics that will

inform the comparative case studies of Russia’s policies over Ukraine and the US’s
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policies over Venezuela. This analysis is crucial not only for understanding the
geopolitical strategies and international relations within these specific regions but also
vital for substantiating the hypothesis of the thesis that regionalism significantly
influences the nature and scope of interventionism. Dissecting how regional affiliations
and alliances impact interventionist policies and vice versa allows for a comparative
analysis of interventions’ motivations, strategies, and outcomes in these two distinct
geopolitical contexts. The framework established in this section allows for a deeper
understanding of how regional powers leverage regionalism to pursue their geopolitical

agendas and how these actions affect regional stability and international relations.

Following the conceptual basis established in this chapter, the regionalist and
interventionist states’ policies, namely the US and Russia, will be examined in the
subsequent chapter. In order to provide a basis for the comparative case analysis, Chapter
2 studies Eastern European and Latin American policies and strategies of the US and
Russia, respectively. Then, the US-Venezuelan and Russian-Ukrainian relations will be
examined. This analysis will involve a detailed exploration of the geopolitical strategies,
economic interests, and security concerns that underpin the US and Russia’s actions in

these regions.
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CHAPTER 2:
THE US RELATIONS WITH LATIN AMERICA AND RUSSIAN
TIES TO EASTERN EUROPE

This Chapter focuses on the historical and current interactions of the US and Russia in
the specific geopolitical areas of Latin America and Eastern Europe. By examining the
US’s actions in Latin America and Russia’s involvement in Eastern Europe, this Chapter
sheds light on the effects of regionalism and interventionism and how these policies (or
strategies) affect their international relations and policymaking. In Section 2.1. of the
Chapter, US regionalism in Latin America and the region’s relations with the US are
studied. Section 2.2. provides an overview of Eastern Europe and the region’s ties with
Russia. This comprehensive examination will provide insights into the broader
implications of regionalist and interventionist policies on international relations,
emphasizing geopolitics, the intricate interdependencies and strategic calculations

involved.

Geopolitics is crucial in shaping the dynamics and interactions within the Latin American
and Eastern European regions. In Latin America, geopolitics influences power struggles,
economic interests, and security considerations among countries in the region and with
external actors like the US. The Monroe Doctrine, as a geopolitical strategy, has
historically guided US foreign policy towards Latin America, emphasizing the region as
a sphere of influence, shaping regional power dynamics, and creating “a kind of
hegemonic order” (Liu & Wang, 2024, p. 73). Geopolitical factors in Latin America have
also influenced regional cooperation efforts, trade relations, and responses to external
interventions, impacting the region’s stability and development (Agulld, 2024). In the
case of Eastern Europe, geopolitics has been central to understanding the region’s power
dynamics, security challenges, regional identities, and historical legacies. The
geopolitical significance of Eastern Europe has been underscored by factors such as
historical alliances, conflicts, and power struggles between significant actors such as
Russia and the EU. The region’s strategic location and historical context have made it a
focal point for geopolitical competition and influence, shaping security arrangements,

economic partnerships, and political alignments. Geopolitical transformations in Eastern
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Europe, such as the SU’s dissolution and the EU’s enlargement, have had far-reaching
implications for regional stability and cooperation. Thus, geopolitics in both Latin
America and Eastern Europe influences regional identities, power structures, and
responses to external pressures. The strategic importance of these regions, driven by
historical, economic, and security considerations, underscores the complex interplay of
geopolitical factors that shape regional dynamics and interactions, specifically US
regionalism and Russian regionalism. Understanding these geopolitical dimensions is
essential for comprehending the global challenges, opportunities, and complexities that

define these regions and their relations with the respective countries.

The deep-seated relations between the US and the Latin American region, as well as the
intricate connections between Russia and the Eastern European region, directly inform
and complicate the dynamics of US and Russian interventionism in Venezuela and
Ukraine, respectively. The US interventionism in Venezuela has been shaped by its
historical involvement and stakes in Latin America, characterized by interventions and
policies aimed at promoting democracy and countering perceived threats to US interests.
This historical context has led the US to take a proactive stance in Venezuela, supporting
opposition leaders and imposing sanctions on the Venezuelan government in response to
perceived authoritarian actions (Bull & Rosales, 2020, p. 2). On the other hand, Russia’s
interventionism in Ukraine has been influenced by identity discussions and complex
historical relationship between the two countries. “[ T]he evolution of the formation of the
political and security doctrines of the ruling regime of Russia from quasi-liberal views to
an expansionist policy of restoration of historical Russia” has played a crucial role in
shaping Russia’s interventionist policies in Ukraine (Lossovskyi & Prykhodko, 2022, p.
25). The narrative crafted by Russia, particularly in reaction to events like the annexation
of Crimea, has been antagonistic and aimed at justifying its military actions in Ukraine
(Chaban et al., 2023, p. 420). Moreover, the historical framing of the Ukraine crisis,
mainly through the lens of the “Great Patriotic War”, has been instrumental in guiding
“domestic political perceptions” in Russia and shaping Russian national identity and
historical claims (McGlynn, 2018, p. 1). The manipulation of historical events, such as
the use of the concept of the “ambivalence of the sacred” by the Russian Federation in
justifying its aggressive policies in Ukraine, highlights the strategic use of historical

narratives for foreign interference and achieving strategic objectives (Kulahina-
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Stadnichenko, 2023, p. 509). After this initial introduction, the following sub-sections
will detail historical and current information regarding the regions (Latin America and
Eastern Europe), the countries in question (the US and Russia), and the cases of Ukraine

and Venezuela.

2.1. THE US REGIONALISM AND INTERVENTIONISM IN LATIN
AMERICA

The The US has long had a significant and wide-ranging impact on Latin America. US
regional policies have played an essential role in shaping the region’s economic, political
and security issues, mainly through geopolitical objectives, economic integration, and
democracy promotion. Historically, the US has viewed Latin America as its sphere of
influence; this perspective is rooted in the Monroe Doctrine, which posited the US
opposition to European intervention in the Americas and has, therefore, intervened in the
region to promote democracy and protect its interests (Gorgen, 2023; Grugel, 2004;
Youngs, 2002). This policy has formed the basis of US regionalism, in which the US has
sought to exert influence over Latin American countries through diplomatic, economic,
and sometimes military means (Gorgen, 2023, p. 584). These strategies have impacted
the political landscape but also the socio-economic fabric of the region, often leading to
significant internal conflicts and social upheaval. In order to provide context for
understanding the interplay between US interests and Latin American regional dynamics,
this chapter looks at the historical foundations, development, and current status of US
regional policies and interventions in Latin America, providing a context for
understanding the interaction between US interests and Latin American regional

dynamics.

The US has historically considered Latin America strategically crucial due to its
proximity and economic significance. Historically, governance structures and political
alliances have shaped US interventionism in Latin America. The US’s involvement in
Latin America, guided by doctrines like the Monroe Doctrine, has often led to the
imposition of policies that align with US interests, impacting regional cooperation and

sovereignty as stated in the doctrine which US President James Monroe proclaimed,
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[...] as a principle in which the rights and interests of the United States are involved,
that the American continents, by the free and independent condition which they have
assumed and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future
colonization by any European powers” (Monroe, 1823, para. 1).

Within the doctrine, three key propositions were articulated: “no future colonial claims
by European powers in the Americas; American non-entanglement in European affairs;
and the declaration of any European intervention in the Americas as a threat to national
security” (Muno & Brand, 2014, p. 380). Therefore, the Monroe Doctrine has been
significant in shaping the US foreign policy towards Latin America, establishing the
region as a sphere of influence for the US and emphasizing resistance to external
interference. By declaring the “Western Hemisphere off-limits to European colonization
and political intervention”, the doctrine established the US as a dominant power in the
region (Sexton, 2023, p. 845). This interventionist approach has sometimes created
tensions within Latin American countries and fostered a sense of solidarity among Latin
American countries and Latin Americans (Friedman et al., 2022, p. 22; Muno & Brand,
2014, p. 382). The repercussions of the Monroe Doctrine are evident in the region’s
frequent political and economic crises, often exacerbated by external pressures and
internal divisions. This is because the doctrine has been used to secure “hegemony
through interventions and exerting control” by the US in Latin America and to promote

stability and counter perceived threats to US interests (Muno & Brand, 2014, p. 382).

Throughout the 19™ and 20" centuries, particularly during the CW, the US regionalism
over Latin America evolved into more direct interventions, including military invasions
and support for regimes that align with the US strategic interests. The US viewed Latin
America as a critical frontier in its efforts to contain communism, leading to a series of
interventions aimed at installing or supporting anti-communist regimes. As Muno and

Brand (2014, p. 381) had expressed,

[t]he Cold War ended this gentle US approach towards Latin America, reviving the
thinking of the Monroe Doctrine and the Roosevelt Corollary. In the following
decades, Latin America was seen as a Cold War arena with the USA trying to prevent
any communist takeover in the region, especially after the Cuban revolution.

Thus, during the CW, regionalism in Latin America was significantly shaped by US
policies, which were often justified under the guise of security and economic stability but

frequently resulted in political upheaval and social unrest. Notable interventions include
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the US involvement in the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Chilean coup d’état, and support for
Contra rebels in Nicaragua. For the Chilean coup d’état, it can be seen in the official
Pinochet files that “[...] the USSR [Union of Soviet Socialist Republics] considers the
Chilean revolution a failure and destined to be terminated by military action [... and] that
one could not expect socialism to grow out of the present chaos in the country” (Views of
the Chilean Army Commander in Chief on Possible Military Intervention in His Country,
1973, pp. 4-5). For the Nicaraguan case, “[...] the United States set out to forge a cluster
of guerrilla bands, known as contras, into a weapon capable of coercing the Sandinistas
into changing their leftward course, or even forcing the regime from power entirely” (The
Contras: How U.S. Got Entangled, 1985, p. 1). These actions were part of a broader
strategy to prevent leftist movements from gaining momentum and potentially aligning
with the SU (Vélez-Vélez, 2011). The CW era exemplifies how geopolitical rivalry and
ideological battles significantly impacted Latin America’s regional politics and societal

structures.

As said, the origins of the US involvement in Latin America are multifaceted, reflecting
a blend of economic, political, and security dimensions. Notably, the Washington
Consensus policies of the 1990s, driven by ideologies and economic principles of the US,
critically shaped the economic structures and growth trajectories of Latin American
countries, emphasizing market liberalization, privatization, and deregulation (Paula et al.,
2013, p. 218). While intended to foster development and integration into the global
economy, these economic policies often led to increased inequality and social discontent.
In the post-CW era, the US’s regionalist policies have shifted towards promoting
economic liberalization through mechanisms like the “US-Mexico-Canada Agreement
(USMCA), which substituted the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)”
(United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement, n.d.). These trade agreements reflected a
broader economic integration strategy, which the US viewed as essential for fostering
stable and cooperative regional relationships (Garcia, 2008, p. 36). However, as said, the
legacy of past interventions has left a residue of mistrust and skepticism toward US
motives. Despite efforts to promote partnership and development, US policies are often
viewed through the lens of historical interventions, which have contributed to anti-
American sentiments in parts of Latin America (Friedman et al., 2022, p. 22). This

sentiment has been exacerbated by ongoing issues such as immigration policies, drug-
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trafficking issues, trade relations, the militarization of the US, which continue to strain
diplomatic relations (Garcia, 2008, p. 39), and mistreatment faced by refugees in the US
(Ortega Ramirez, 2021, pp. 604-605). Addressing these historical grievances and
building genuine partnerships based on mutual respect and cooperation remain significant

challenges for the US in the region.

Apart from the trade agreements, regional organizations, such as the Organization of
American States (OAS) and MERCOSUR, have been critical platforms for the regionalist
policies of the US in Latin America. The US has utilized these organizations to promote
its agenda on democracy, human rights and free trade. For instance, the OAS has been a
forum through which the US has pushed for resolutions and policies that reflect its
interests, including the promotion of democratic norms and responses to crises in the
Latin American region (Lerner-Kinglake, 2008, p. 579; Youngs, 2002, p. 125). For

instance, for the Nicaraguan case, OAS declared:

[Clondemnation of, and call for immediate cessation of acts of violence,
intimidation, and threats directed against the general public; and its condolences to
the victims of recent violence and their families, as well as its solidarity and support
for the people of Nicaragua (Declarations and Resolutions Adopted by the General
Assembly, 2018, p. 3).

For the Venezuelan case, OAS resolved:

[t]o declare that the electoral process as implemented in Venezuela, which concluded
on May 20, 2018, lacks legitimacy, for not complying with international standards,
for not having met the participation of all Venezuelan political actors, and for being
carried out without the necessary guarantees for a free, fair, transparent and
democratic process (Declarations and Resolutions Adopted by the General
Assembly, 2018, pp. 207-208).

Nevertheless, the effectiveness of these organizations in advancing US interests has been
mixed. While they have facilitated some level of regional cooperation and integration,
they have also been criticized for their inability to effectively resolve conflicts or prevent
democratic backsliding (Weiffen, 2020, p. 14), as seen in the “OAS’s uneven
performance” in upholding its democratic charter (Lerner-Kinglake, 2008, p. 579).

US regionalism policies in Latin America will likely continue evolving in response to
global shifts and regional developments. Challenges such as China’s growing influence

in the region, issues of migration, and human security will require the US to reassess its
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strategies and perhaps forge more collaborative and less coercive forms of engagement.
Strategic adjustments will be necessary to address these emerging challenges and to foster
a more balanced and sustainable relationship with Latin American countries. How the US
navigates these issues will be crucial for shaping its future relations with Latin America
and determining regionalism's role in promoting or hindering collective action and

cooperation (Bull & Rosales, 2020).

2.2. RUSSIAN REGIONALISM AND INTERVENTIONISM IN EASTERN
EUROPE

Russia’s stance towards Eastern Europe, particularly Ukraine, has been influenced by its
historical ties and narratives like the Great Patriotic War (which greatly impacted its
perception of security and national identity) and its geopolitical aims (Arribas et al., 2023,
p- 3,9; McGlynn, 2018, p. 4). Due to its historical connections, Russia views the region
as a part of its sphere of influence (Arribas et al., 2023, p. 14; Chaban et al., 2023, p. 420).
For this reason, Russia shaped its role in Eastern Europe through information campaigns
and hybrid warfare strategies aimed to promote “hard balancing” and reduce NATO’s
influence in the region (Lima, 2019, p. 109). As a result, these intentions affect Russian
policies over the region, even as a form of forceful action, like in the case of the
annexation of Crimea, as part of its efforts to assert control and counter perceived threats

(Chaban et al., 2023, p. 420,427; Lossovskyi & Prykhodko, 2022, p. 27).

Russian regionalism in Eastern Europe is rooted in the region’s complex historical,
cultural, and political structure, shaped significantly by the empires, the World Wars, and
the CW. Two significant cases that resulted in the emergence of new states and
reconfiguration of regional dynamics were the dissolution of the USSR and the fall of the
Iron Curtain. The transition that the dissolution brought has been a central theme in the
regionalism of Eastern Europe, which directly affected regional dynamics and Eastern
European cooperation (Blokker, 2005, p. 504; Napang et al., 2020, pp. 5-6). This process
precipitated intense political, economic, and institutional change and created new
regional cooperation and integration opportunities. With the end of the CW, power
dynamics in Eastern Europe were reconfigured, while new initiatives and alliances were

built to promote economic development, security, and stability in the region (Hitt et al.,
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2004, p. 174). The establishment of democratic institutions and market economies in
many Eastern European countries was a direct response to these historical shifts,

facilitating their integration into the European and global systems.

One of the most critical policies crucial to understanding Russian relations with Eastern
European countries is the concept of “near abroad”. The term “near abroad” refers to the
former Soviet republics that are now independent states and are geographically close to
Russia. This is also reflected in the near abroad policy section of the “Concept of the

Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation”:

The most important for the security, stability, territorial integrity and social and
economic development of Russia, strengthening its position as one of the influential
sovereign centres of world development and civilization is to ensure sustainable
long-term good-neighbourly relations and to combine the strengths in various fields
with the CIS member states, which are connected with Russia by centuries-old
traditions of joint statehood, deep interdependence in various fields, a common
language and close cultures (The Concept of the Foreign Policy of the Russian
Federation, 2023, Section V).

This policy reflects Russia’s strategic interest in maintaining influence and control in its
immediate neighborhood. Russia’s engagement with the near abroad is a strategic effort
to safeguard its interests, enhance security, and project power in Eastern Europe while
impacting regional stability, shaping alliances, and influencing responses to external
pressures. The near abroad policy also shapes the geopolitical landscape of Eastern
Europe, influencing regional power structures and security arrangements (Ademmer et
al., 2016, p. 2; Gentile, 2015, pp. 3—7). That is why understanding the near abroad policy
is essential for comprehending the complexities of Russian relations with Eastern
European countries and the broader geopolitical dynamics in the region. This policy has
been a cornerstone of Russia’s strategy to maintain its geopolitical influence and prevent
the encroachment of Western powers into its perceived sphere of influence. That is why
“the loss of its external sphere of influence in Eastern Europe, the creation of newly
independent post-Soviet republics, as well as their relations with external actors
(including the European Union and countries such as the United States and Turkey,
among others)” has irritated Russia (Harzl, 2012, pp. 147-148). Since this region is
essential for Russia’s security and geopolitical objectives, Russia considers the area a
“buffer zone” (Cadier, 2014, p. 79; Ginano & Riyanto, 2022, p. 202). Through regional

organizations like the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU), the Collective Security Treaty
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Organization (CSTO), and many others, Russia seeks to institutionalize its influence and
provide a platform to extend its economic and security influence, as well as offer
alternatives to Western integration (Ademmer et al., 2016, p. 2; Cadier, 2014, p. 80;
Napang et al., 2020, pp. 2-3).

Since Eastern European states seek closer integration with Western institutions like the
EU and NATO, the complex relationship between Russia and Eastern European countries
is also shaped by conflicting ambitions. These regional organizations provide a
framework for cooperation and integration among Eastern European countries, shaping
their political, economic, and social interactions (Padgett, 2012, p. 262). For instance, the
EU significantly influences Eastern European regionalism. Accession to the EU has been
a significant drive for political and economic reforms in Eastern European countries,
aligning them with the EU standards and regulations (Padgett, 2012, p. 261,271). Many
Eastern European countries are joining the EU or aspiring to do so, seeking economic
development and political stability, which makes the union a significant political and
economic force. Thus, the EU’s enlargement policy has shaped the political landscape of
Eastern Europe, promoting democratization, market-oriented reforms, and regional
cooperation (Blokker, 2005, p. 504). The process of EU accession has not only
transformed domestic policies but also enhanced the geopolitical alignment of Eastern
European countries towards the West. As for the discussions about NATO enlargement
and the Ukrainian crisis, the security dynamics in Eastern Europe are influenced by
Russia. NATO leaders argue that the enlargement of NATO does not threaten Russia but
rather provides stability in Europe and “brings many advantages to the alliance itself”
(Wolff, 2015, p. 1108). However, the presence and expansion of NATO has raised
concerns for Russia, thus leading to a security dilemma since each new member has been
perceived by Russia as a threat to its security, prompting it to enhance its security
measures (Wolff, 2015, p. 1111). This unease is particularly notable in the Baltic states,
where Russia’s neo-imperialist actions challenge NATO’s credibility, offering only
partial reassurance to eastern NATO members (Fryc, 2016, p. 53). Despite the dissolution
of the SU, NATO persists, and Russia perceives this as marginalizing its role in European
affairs (Wallander, 2003, p. 705). Thus, Russia has consistently opposed NATO’s
enlargement in its vicinity and still opposes any potential eastward expansion of the

alliance (Gautam, 2022, p. 12). Russia considers NATO’s accession policy as a risk that
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could isolate Russia from the European political and security sphere (Ginano & Riyanto,

2022, p. 201).

Russia’s concerns are heightened by the alliance’s defense stance on its Eastern flank,
sparking discussions on NATO’s effectiveness in deterring Russia both operationally and
politically (Tardy, 2020, p. 29). The continued expansion of NATO has thus become a
flashpoint in Russia’s relations with the West, contributing to ongoing geopolitical
tensions. It created debates about the effectiveness of permanently deploying combat
forces in Eastern Europe to counter security challenges, including Russia’s involvement
in the Middle East peace process (Kiesewetter & Zielke, 2016, pp. 38-39). Apart from
the EU and NATO, one of the best examples of an Eastern European sub-regional alliance
is the Visegrad Group (V4), which consists of Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia,
the former socialist nations undergoing economic transformation. The V4 is a regional
alliance that promotes cooperation in various fields, including politics, economy and
culture. It is a platform for joint initiatives and collaboration among its member states,
contributing to regional stability and integration (Bagk-Pitucha, 2023, pp. 195-196;
Kureci¢, 2017, p. 69; Walsch, 2018). The V4’s efforts highlight the importance of sub-
regional cooperation in addressing common challenges and promoting collective interests
in the broader European context. While Eastern European nations benefit from these
organizations’ support and integration routes, Russia’s reaction to this alignment is
crucial in determining regional dynamics. “[S]ince the post-communist states of Central
and Eastern Europe [...] joined NATO and then the EU, Russia has been searching ways
to re-establish its regional influence” (Kureci¢, 2017, p. 71). This was evident in Russia’s
actions “during the Ukraine Crisis of 2014”7, where “NATQO’s expansion policy in eastern
Europe” was seen as the cause of Russia’s involvement in Crimea (Nankobe, 2021, p. 1).
“Russia, by far the largest and most important republic, inherited a variety of difficult
Soviet legacies, and since then has found it very hard to uphold its claim to regional
leadership in its immediate periphery” (Harzl, 2012, p. 147). This resistance to NATO
and EU expansion reflects Russia’s broader strategy to prevent Western influence from

encroaching on its traditional sphere of influence.

Russia’s interventions, which use a variety of strategies, are intended to protect Russian

geopolitical objectives. Russian interventions in Eastern Europe have employed a mix of
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tactics, including military force, cyber operations, propaganda, political interference, and
economic leverage (Helmus et al., 2018, p. 1). These tactics have several reasons. After
the dissolution, Russia had structural weaknesses that affected its military power,
economy, and population. These shortcomings prevented Russia from taking any long-
term strategies and aligning its foreign policy actions, pushing Russia to act aggressively
and hurriedly (Harzl, 2012, p. 148). Russia’s attempts to use direct intervention in
neighbouring states’ affairs to resist the movements of Western integration from time to
time turn into open conflict. The most significant example is Russia’s actions in Ukraine,
particularly the annexation of Crimea in 2014, support for movements in Eastern Ukraine,
and its involvement in the Georgian conflict in 2008. These interventions highlight
Russia’s readiness to use military and political means (Matsaberidze, 2015, p. 78; Napang
et al., 2020, pp. 12—13). These actions have not only destabilized the affected regions but
have also strained Russia’s relations with the international community, leading to

economic sanctions and political isolation towards Russia.

Moreover, these interventions of Russia, especially those imposed by the Putin Regime,
cite the principles of humanitarian intervention and human rights standards to justify the
invasions, involvements, and interferences in the internal affairs of Eastern European
nations and other nations of the world. For instance, in the case of “Russian interventions
in and occupations of the internal territories of Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine, all
purport to respect the requirements and humanitarian principles of international law while
violating them in practice” (Sellers, 2014, p. 8). These actions reflect a broader strategy
of asserting Russia’s great power status, significantly impacting post-Soviet Eastern
European governments’ political choices, economic orientations, and security strategies.
This strategic narrative is often used to mask aggressive actions and garner domestic
support, framing interventions as necessary for protecting ethnic Russians and Russian
speakers abroad. One of the problems with the continuation of Russia’s actions or
ongoing intervention in the world is the absence of robust enforcement mechanisms.
Without such a mechanism, “the interpretation and application of international law” are
open to abuse, as seen from the Russian claims in Ukraine (Sellers, 2014, p. 8).
Aggressors and interveners, including Russia, use humanitarian purposes or sovereignty
claims to legitimize their interventions or unwarranted interferences, which the Putin

regime has done both (Sellers, 2014, p. 8). However, “what really lies at the heart of
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Russian foreign-policy thinking today—independent of obscuration and well-cultivated
myths—remains unclear” (Harzl, 2012, p. 148). This ambiguity in Russia’s strategic
intentions creates uncertainty and complicates international diplomatic efforts to address

its interventions.

Russian interventionism has had profound effects on regionalism by altering power
dynamics and fostering divisions within the region. Russia’s interventions have
challenged regional stability and unity, leading to shifts in alliances and security
perceptions among Eastern European countries. Russian interventionism has influenced
regional outlooks and responses to external threats, shaping the dynamics of regional
cooperation and security arrangements (Kazharski, 2023, p. 102). These interventions
have often resulted in heightened tensions and an arms race as neighboring countries seek
to bolster their defenses against the perceived Russian aggression. On the regionalist
front, Russia has aimed to strengthen ties with Eastern European countries through
regional initiatives to promote economic cooperation and security partnerships (Napang
et al., 2020, pp. 8-9). In addition, Russia’s energy policies, especially in the natural gas
sector, have influenced its relations with Eastern European countries. Projects like the
Nord Stream pipeline have raised concerns about energy security and Russia’s regional
influence (Borowka, 2020). These initiatives are seen as tools to exert political leverage
and maintain control over energy supplies to Eastern Europe (Voytyuk, 2022, p. 93).
Thus, energy dependency remains critical to Russia’s strategy to wield influence over its

neighbors, ensuring that economic ties bind these countries closer to Moscow.

In conclusion, Russia’s regionalist and interventionist policies in Eastern Europe are
shaped by historical legacies, security concerns, and geopolitical ambitions. The region’s
competing interests and power struggles underscore Eastern European geopolitics’
complex and often contentious nature. A mixture of historical grievances, strategic
calculations, and contemporary geopolitical challenges influences the interactions
between Russia and Eastern European countries. Understanding these dynamics is crucial
for comprehending the broader geopolitical landscape of Eastern Europe and the ongoing

tensions that characterize the region.

So far in the thesis, the history, meaning, intentions, and reasons behind the interventions

and regionalist policies have been described, emphasizing the discussions within the
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literature and how two opposite states could have some common ground in terms of the
two concepts discussed: interventionism and regionalism. Although these two states, the
US and the Russian Federation, have a long history of dispute and different theories in
their domestic and international policies, they have the same agenda or approach to
particular issues. There is a need to discuss and compare the specific cases of Ukraine
and Venezuela to get the primary intent around the interventionist and regionalist policies
of the US and Russia. It becomes evident that the US and Russia have engaged in
significant interventions in Venezuela and Ukraine, respectively, with profound
implications for these nations’ political and economic landscapes and the broader regional
stability and international relations. The base of the Ukrainian and Venezuelan cases and
the structure for comparing these two cases will be discussed in the following chapter.
Through these detailed examinations, the contrasting yet similarly impactful approaches
of the US in Venezuela and Russia in Ukraine will provide a nuanced understanding of

global interventionism, setting a comprehensive stage for a deeper comparative analysis.
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CHAPTER 3:
DIFFERENT CASES, THE SAME OUTCOME?

The intricate relationships and interventionist policies of the US towards Venezuela and
Russia towards Ukraine provide distinctive examples of international influence and
interference, highlighting the complexity of contemporary geopolitical dynamics. The
historical context of these relationships, their development over time, and the subsequent
domestic and international responses provide a vivid illustration of contemporary

geopolitical dynamics.

To compare the interventionist strategies of the US and Russia, it is essential to consider
the historical context, diplomatic relations, and the impact of the CW. The CW era
notably influenced the dynamics between the US and Russia, affecting their global
strategies and interactions. The US-Russian rivalry has been present for a long time. From
the communism-liberalism discussions, power race, and the CW to involvement in
regionalist policies of one another; there has always been a rivalry, a competition between
those nations, almost in every branch of policy. In the study of regionalism and
interventions, many different approaches were used for cases between the US and
formerly the SU, the current Russian Federation. The peak for this separation was the CW
times. In the literature, there are various studies on how the US and Russia are different
from one another, but they also have some similarities in case of their interventionism
and regionalism policies. This situation can be likened to two ends of a stick. Although
both ends are entirely different, they share characteristics as they are part of the same
stick. For example, “[i]nterventions, such as the Soviet action in Czechoslovakia in 1968
or the American action in the Dominican Republic in 1965, were universally excoriated
as exercises of great power privilege” (Goldman, 1994, p. 126). Despite their differences,
both nations’ approaches to interventionism illustrate a shared tension between their

ideological commitments and their practical strategies for exerting influence.

The principle of non-intervention conflicted with the beliefs of both the SU and the US
concerning their capacity to exert influence over other states within their respective
spheres of interest. This was one of the reasons both camps agreed to sign the 1975

Helsinki Final Act. By doing so, each side endorsed the principle of non-intervention, as
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this commitment required them to moderate their own behavior as well as that of other
powers. “Although the non-intervention principle was already part of international law
and practice in Europe, it has since become a key element of customary international law”
(Raynova, 2017, pp. 1-2). The Final Act was a positive step in terms of diplomatic
relations and the international community; however, it did not end the cold environment

or the threat of intervention and use of force.

Following the Cold War and due to the transformations in the bipolar system, a significant
question arose regarding the continued relevance of interventionist policies on the
political agenda (Falk, 1992, p. 129). This question has been answered with the changes
in the foreign policy approach of the US, as the return of the interventionist strategies
(Dobson, 2002, p. 578). However, it created another abstention in the international
system. The shift in the intervention patterns combined with the absence of a Soviet
counter-threat meant a possible increase of the US interventionist actions through the
US’s “arrogance of power” (Dobson, 2002, p. 577). Also, the shift from more military
and regional security-based interventions to more humanitarian and human rights-based
interventions created more doubt about the intervention concept (Fry, 2019, p. 264). In
addition, there was the question of what is out there apart from the West? Changes in the
international order influenced by “global economic growth and technological change has
led to the resurgence of powers such as China, India, and Russia”, challenging Western
leadership (Cunliffe, 2019, p. 2). These states have “responded by constructing their own
collective international institutions to pursue their political and economic goals”,
becoming more “politically assertive, willing to exercise imperial influence abroad such
as Russia’s interventions in Syria and Ukraine” (Cunliffe, 2019, pp. 2-3). The shift from
a US-dominated unipolar world to a more multipolar world where developing economies
like BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) play a prominent role is
characterized by dynamic shifts in global governance (Rached, 2019).

Suppose the multipolar order is the case to achieve goals like peace, justice, and human
rights. In that case, the emergence of entities, especially regional ones, is essential since
regionalism can strengthen world order by managing globalization’s adverse impacts and

improving governance at the regional level (Falk, 1997, p. 2). However, these did not
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change the complex relationship between the US and Russia, as we witnessed from the

post-CW interventions till today.

3.1. CASE STUDY: US POLICY OF VENEZUELA AND RUSSIA’S
ACTION IN UKRAINE

Citing the destabilizing effects of state disintegration seen in the Middle East and
currently in Ukraine, many Western authors, intellectuals, and politicians (especially
from the US side) support policies that would provide Western powers an extensive
authority to intervene in civil conflicts worldwide (Hendrickson, 2014, p. 53). Like the
Western states’ presence and views on Ukraine, Eastern states like Russia and China
gained significant roles in South American conflicts since internal political crises and
economic downturns created a regional power vacuum in the Latin American region
(Stuenkel, 2017, p. 59). Also, the military and technological connections between
Venezuela and Russia have been essential for the Venezuelan government under both
Hugo Chavez and Nicolds Maduro. When viewed through the lens of corruption, this
alliance served both nations’ geopolitical objectives in opposition to the US (Cardozo
Uzcategui & Mijares, 2020, pp. 182—183). In order to better understand the complicated
and frequently contentious nature of international interventionism by major powers, this
discourse lays the groundwork for a closer exploration of the specific dynamics of US-

Venezuelan and Russian-Ukrainian ties.

This section examines the cases of Ukraine and Venezuela, which is a basis for the
comparative analysis that is expanded upon the following sections. The subsequent sub-
sections will critically assess Russia’s policies in Ukraine from historical and
contemporary perspectives and the US’s strategic involvement and viewpoints regarding
Venezuela. Using these two current instances of interventionism, the approach of Russia
towards Ukraine and the stance of the US in Venezuela, are illustrated. These instances
clearly show the distinct foreign policy and intervention tactics adopted by each nation

across other regions.
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3.1.1. US-Venezuelan Relations

A complex interplay of economic, political, and strategic interests has influenced the
regionalist and interventionist policies of the US towards Venezuela. The US has
intervened in Venezuela to safeguard its interests, particularly in the realm of oil resources
and political stability and used the crisis to promote its vision of democracy, and counter
what it sees as a destabilizing force in the region. The US has implemented various
strategies in Venezuela, including economic aid, military support, and political alliances,
to advance its regional interests. These actions have sometimes been perceived as
interventionist, often faced resistance from Venezuelan authorities which have impacted
diplomatic relations between the two countries and raised concerns about sovereignty and
self-determination in Venezuela (Demirel, 2020, p. 38). In this regard, Venezuela has
pursued a foreign policy that involves engaging with multiple global powers, such as
China and Russia. This approach reflects a strategy of power balancing and economic
diversification, with Venezuela positioning itself as a gateway to Latin America for
emerging powers like China and Russia (Mijares, 2017, p. 223; Thoene et al., 2023, p.
629). Also, Venezuela’s historical interactions with international organizations and
regional cooperatives have influenced its foreign policy strategies and diplomatic

engagements (Mijares, 2017, p. 221).

The relationship between the US and Venezuela has fluctuated significantly, influenced
by colonial legacies, oil diplomacy, and ideological conflicts as well as tensions and
complexities (Demirel, 2020, p. 38). This fluctuation is quite visible in then-president
Donald Trump’s words, who remarked: “That was the wealthiest country of all in that
part of the world which is a very important part of the world [...] And now you look at
the poverty and you look at the anguish and you look at the crime and you look at all of
the things happening” (Westwood & Cole, 2019). For much of the 20™ century, relations
were largely cooperative, driven by Venezuela’s status as a major oil exporter. As
Cardozo and Mijares (2020, p. 188) have defined, the oil industry and military arms were
key sectors where corrupt practices underpin the bilateral relationship between the US
and Venezuela, which affects the international sanctions and geopolitical dynamics.
Venezuela’s nationalization policies, especially in the oil sector, have further influenced

US-Venezuela relations and have been a point of contention between the two countries
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(Miavania & Arie, 2022, p. 531). Following the election of Hugo Chavez in 1999 —
whose Bolivarian Revolution aimed to diminish American influence and advance a
socialist agenda— the tensions between the US and Venezuela escalated, resulting in
strained relations that have continued throughout Nicolds Maduro’s presidency. The crisis
and strained relations became more visible after the death of Hugo Chévez in 2013 and
with Nicolds Maduro coming to power. During the Maduro government, economic
mismanagement, especially reliance on oil revenues, led to severe economic and political
instability within the country (Arslan, 2022, p. 273). The decline in the humanitarian
conditions in the country, coupled with the continuing economic downturn, the crisis in
the governmental structure, tainted elections, and increasing poverty gave birth to the
Venezuelan crisis. According to some viewers, the crisis in Venezuela could not be
sustained. However, it was predictable and potentially preventable through a more
assertive regional diplomatic strategy. The decline was exacerbated by falling oil prices,
leading to severe economic and humanitarian consequences for Venezuela (Stuenkel,
2017, p. 56). These mismanagements and crises in almost every branch within the country
increased the severity of the crises. As a response to these tensions, the US has
implemented various policies to promote political change. Because Maduro being in
power was not beneficial for the US, it also domestically worsened the situation in the
country since the regime increased the authoritarianism of the government (Stuenkel,

2017).

The economic and energy-related crisis has led to widespread human rights violations,
including food and medicine shortages, political repression, and a deteriorating healthcare
system (Arslan, 2022; Doocy et al., 2019, p. 80; Pietrosemoli & Rodriguez-Monroy,
2019, pp. 419-420; Rose, 2008). These conditions raised concerns about the potential for
mass atrocities and the need for international intervention to protect vulnerable
populations since crisis involved severe human rights crises and threats to the safety and
well-being of the population (Omar & Zulkifli, 2021). In such an environment, the
Venezuelan government failed to protect its population (Arslan, 2022). Given the scale
of the crisis and its impact on neighboring countries, the situation in Venezuela is
considered a legitimate concern for the international community. However, the response
was fragmented and insufficient, characterized by a mix of diplomatic efforts and

sanctions. While there were attempts at peaceful resolution through talks and
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negotiations, the efforts were often undermined by unilateral actions, particularly by the
US, which focused on regime change rather than addressing the humanitarian crisis. The
US and the EU, imposed sanctions on Venezuela, aiming to pressure the Maduro regime.
However, these sanctions worsened the economic situation, increased the political
instabilities in the country and indirectly affected the Venezuelan population and
complicating humanitarian aid efforts (Arslan, 2022, pp. 281-282). Politically, these
actions have intensified the polarization between the government and the opposition,
complicating efforts for a peaceful and democratic resolution to the country’s political
turmoil. The sanctions, while aiming to pressure the Venezuelan government, also
adversely affected the population and potentially strengthened the government’s narrative

(Stuenkel, 2017, p. 61).

There have been mixed approaches in the regional reactions to US policies in Venezuela.
Some Latin American countries, particularly those governed by right-leaning
administrations, have supported US actions. Since the US sees itself as a beacon of
democracy within the region, these administrations viewed the actions and sanctions as
necessary to restore democracy in Venezuela. Others, especially those with leftist
governments, have criticized the interventions as imperialistic and harmful to Venezuelan
sovereignty. In a sense, the Venezuelan crisis ceased to be a humanitarian crisis and
turned into a political race. This internal race grew larger as other states chose sides in
the Venezuelan crisis, and when it turned into an international conflict, its humanitarian

side was forgotten.

In terms of the means of intervention, the US generally imposed political and economic
sanctions on the Maduro regime, however, on some occasions the US have reminded that
the use of US military force is still “an option” (Westwood & Cole, 2019). The US has
not yet conducted a military intervention in Venezuela, but this does not mean they will
not, considering that they supported the coup attempt. In this sense, it can be argued that
the US will intervene militarily in Venezuela when suitable conditions are achieved and

if this intervention is in its interests (Demirel, 2020, p. 67).

In the case of regionalism, the crisis in Venezuela has had significant effects both within
the country and in the Latin American region. Among the Latin American nations, the

regional dynamics were impacted through the influence of cooperation and tensions.



53

While the crisis has tested regional cooperation and regional integration, as well as the
resilience and adaptability of regional governance structures in the face of such challenges
(Nolte, 2014, p. 17). Within the country, the crisis has significantly impacted the quality
of life of the population, including the workforce (Berrios-Riquelme, 2021; Caraballo-
Arias et al., 2018, p. 512). The crisis has been exacerbated by the country’s economic
struggles, with Venezuela facing the worst economic, social, and political crisis in its
history. This crisis has led to hyperinflation, making the Venezuelan currency virtually
worthless and resulting in a significant decline in living standards for the population
(Acosta-Reyes et al., 2023, p. 2; Summers et al., 2022, p. 97). Also, the crisis had far-
reaching implications beyond the country’s borders. The crisis has led to a substantial
influx of Venezuelan migrants into neighboring countries, such as Colombia, Peru and
Chile, creating challenges related to integration, labor market insertion, and access to
services along with the problems of hunger, poverty and violence (Acosta-Reyes et al.,
2023; Berrios-Riquelme, 2021; Cintra, 2023; Doocy et al., 2019; Gonzalez Balyk, 2022;
Gunawan et al., 2023; Jeronimo Kersh, 2020). This migration problem has also become
a concern of international organizations and governments as a means to address the needs
of Venezuelan migrants and refugees (Gunawan et al., 2023; Perera et al., 2022, p. 8&;
Summers et al., 2022, p. 98). The migration wave resulting from the crisis was one of the
significant among other global crisis such as the Russia-Ukraine war and Syrian civil war
(Ertanir et al., 2023, p. 1873). In summary, the crisis has highlighted the need for a
coordinated regional response to address the challenges including the humanitarian needs

of Venezuelan migrants and refugees (Summers et al., 2022, p. 98,107).

3.1.2. Russian-Ukrainian Relations

Strategic interests, historical claims, identity discussions, and geopolitical ambitions have
influenced Russia’s regionalist and interventionist policies towards Ukraine. Russia’s
actions and policies in Ukraine, particularly in Crimea and Eastern Ukraine, have been
characterized by interventionist policies aimed at maintaining influence in the region and
preventing EU and NATO expansion towards its borders. The annexation of Crimea and
support for separatist movements in eastern Ukraine have resulted in heightened tensions

between the Western powers and Russia (Smith, 2015, p. 6). On the regionalist front,
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Russia has aimed to strengthen ties with Ukraine through regional initiatives (Napang et
al., 2020, pp. 8-9). These efforts demonstrate Russia’s goal of maintaining long-term
influence over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies, especially in energy sector
(Ruszel, 2019, p. 40). Russia’s energy policies, particularly in the natural gas sector, have
significantly impacted its relations with Ukraine. Ukraine was a transit country for
Russian gas exports to Europe, and disputes over gas prices and supplies often strained
their ties (Ruszel, 2019, p. 41; Wolczuk, 2016, p. 117). Using natural gas supplies as a
geopolitical tool has influenced the relationship between the two countries and raised

concerns about energy security in Ukraine (Keypour & Hendla, 2019, p. 148).

The relationship between Russia and Ukraine dates back to the era of the SU and even
earlier to the Empire times. However, the turning point for relations was the dissolution
of the USSR. One significant aspect of this relationship was economic interdependence,
particularly in the energy sector. Additionally, Ukraine’s nuclear disarmament in the early
1990s in exchange for security assurances from nuclear weapons states, including Russia,
highlighted the complexities of their security dynamics (Budjeryn, 2016, p. 9). Tensions
with the Russian government began when Ukraine gradually started to orient towards the

West and other Eastern European countries.

Russian intentions and policies in Ukraine have focused on preventing Ukraine’s
integration with the West, particularly with NATO and the EU. As Putin (2014) himself
has said, Ukraine being a member of NATO meant “NATO’s navy would be right there
in this city of Russia’s military glory, and this would create not an illusory but a perfectly
real threat to the whole of southern Russia.” He further emphasised this on the recent
crisis in Ukraine by stating that “[...] with NATO’s eastward expansion the situation
for Russia has been becoming worse and more dangerous by the year” (Putin, 2022b). As
seen, both for the 2014 Crimean Crisis and 2022 invasion, even the possibility of Ukraine
being a member of NATO meant a great deal for Russia. Putin has expressed this and

explained the reason for intervention as:

For the United States and its allies, it is a policy of containing Russia, with obvious
geopolitical dividends. For our country, it is a matter of life and death, a matter
of our historical future as a nation. This is not an exaggeration; this is a fact. It is not
only a very real threat to our interests but to the very existence of our state and to its
sovereignty. It is the red line which we have spoken about on numerous occasions.
They have crossed it (Putin, 2022b).
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The crisis in Ukraine is marked by its complexity, involving a long history and numerous
actors, each with its agenda. “[A]t the heart of the conflict lie ‘Ukrainian-Russian identity
relations and Russian chauvinism towards Ukrainians’ [...] the cause of the conflict is
resurgent Russian nationalism and Russia’s refusal to accept Ukraine as a sovereign

country” (Platonova, 2018, p. 488). To begin with the statehood discussions,

When Vladimir Putin denies the reality of the Ukrainian state, he is speaking the
familiar language of empire. [...] In 2012, he described Russia as a ‘state-
civilization’, which by its nature absorbed smaller cultures such as Ukraine’s. The
next year, he claimed that Russians and Ukrainians were joined in ‘spiritual unity’.
In a long essay on ‘historical unity’, [...] he argued that Ukraine and Russia were a
single country, bound by a shared origin (Snyder, 2022).

Similarly, as (Diiben, 2020) has expressed,

Already long before the Ukraine crisis, at an April 2008 NATO summit in Bucharest,
Vladimir Putin reportedly claimed that ‘Ukraine is not even a state! What is Ukraine?
A part of its territory is [in] Eastern Europe, but a[nother] part, a considerable one,
was a gift from us!” In his March 18, 2014 speech marking the annexation of
Crimea, Putin declared that Russians and Ukrainians ‘are one people. Kiev is the
mother of Russian cities. Ancient Rus is our common source and we cannot live
without each other.” Since then, Putin has repeated similar claims on many
occasions. As recently as February 2020, he once again stated in an interview that
Ukrainians and Russians ‘are one and the same people’, and he insinuated that
Ukrainian national identity had emerged as a product of foreign interference.
Similarly, Russia’s then-Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev told [...] that there has
been ‘no state’ in Ukraine, neither before nor after the 2014 crisis.

The rhetoric that ‘Ukraine is not a state’ has been at the core of Russian claims over
Ukraine to weaken the state’s structure and to ill represent Ukraine’s relations with the
Western institutions and countries (Arribas et al., 2023, p. 15). “[T]he perception towards
Ukrainians as a Little Brother within Greater Russia, and the importance of Kievan Rus,
have been emphasized by Russian leaders many times and this kind of understanding has
an impact on Russian foreign policy” (Aridici, 2019, p. 18). That is why, Ukraine
presented as not a state, but as a historical part of Russia, and even presented as a creation
of Bolsheviks (Arribas et al., 2023, p. 15). Ukraine is created by Bolshevik argument born
during the Russian civil war. “[A]ll Russian political forces—monarchists, liberals, and
Bolsheviks—sought to either maintain or re-fashion the Tsarist Empire. The first two
rejected any prospect of Ukraine receiving autonomy (let alone independence) while the
latter agreed to the creation of a Soviet Ukrainian republic within the USSR” (Kuzio,

2019, p. 4).


http://www.kommersant.ru/doc/877224
http://eng.kremlin.ru/news/6889
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NG6dxqwxGE4
https://themoscowtimes.com/articles/russian-prime-minister-ukraine-has-no-industry-or-state-52385
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Apart from the statehood discussions, there was the identity crisis. “Various formulations
of Russian identity have played a prominent role in Moscow’s approach to the Ukraine
crisis” (Allison, 2014, p. 1282). Tolz, in her book Russia: Inventing the Nation, discussed

five variations of Russian identity.

The first is where “the Russians are defined as an imperial people or through their
mission to create a supranational state,” whether the Tsarist Empire, the USSR or
EEU. [...] A second identity that Russians discussed in the 1990s is where “The
Russians as a nation of all eastern Slavs, united by common origin and culture.” |[...]
This identity has become central in Russian leaders’ attitudes towards Ukrainians
who are viewed as a branch of the “Russian” people. [...] A third is where “The
Russians as a community of Russian speakers, regardless of their ethnic origin.
Language is the main marker of national identity.” [...] A fourth is “The Russians
defined racially, that is, blood ties constitute the basis of common identity”. A
racially defined “Russian’ identity would include Ukrainians. [...] The fifth identity,
“A civic Russian nation, whose members are all citizens of the Russian Federation”
continues to exist but is less important than the first three identities which dominate
Putin's Russia (Tolz, 1998, as cited in Kuzio, 2019, pp. 4-5).

While the first four defined identities deny a separate Ukrainian identity, the latter one
does not seek to “absorb Ukraine” while defining a Russian identity (Kuzio, 2019, p. 5).
In a similar manner, there are some portrayals for Ukrainian identities. The first identity
revolves around the use of language, between “Ukrainophones and Russophones”.
Second one portrayed around the “self-declared nationality” such as Ukrainian, Russian,
or Crimean Tatar. Third one can be given as a “language identity” where one might not
be a “Ukrainian by nationality” but identifies with the Ukrainian language (Onuch &
Hale, 2018, p. 86).

As Lossovskyi and Prykhodko (2022, p. 30) described, “[t]he Russian-Ukrainian war is
fundamentally a postcolonial war over Ukrainian identity.” To justify and describe their
actions and policies, Russia used historical narratives while Ukraine used self-
determination and self-defence: “Russia fights for the past” while “Ukraine fights for the
future” (Lossovskyi & Prykhodko, 2022, p. 30). The first apparent result of Russia’s
policies on Ukraine was the 2014 Crimean crisis. To describe the 2014 events, while
according to some views Russia’s actions in Ukraine defined as “reunification” (Harzl,
2015, p. 221; Putin, 2014), others defined it as “annexation” (Allison, 2014; Biersack &
O’Lear, 2014; Fryc, 2016, p. 47; Keypour & Hendla, 2019; Nankobe, 2021, p. 1; Tardy,
2020; Wolft, 2015; Zhang & Zhou, 2023). According to President Putin (2014), “[i]n

people’s hearts and minds, Crimea has always been an inseparable part of Russia. [...]
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Crimea is historically Russian land [...]”. However, despite Putin’s descriptions and some
scholars’ definition of the case as “reunification”, in the case of the Crimean Referendum,
the common interpretation of violation of the prohibition of force prevails (Harzl, 2015,
p. 221). Although Putin (2014) described the Crimean Referendum as fully compliant
with “democratic procedures and international norms”, a referendum being carried out
under the presence of Russian soldiers proves Russia’s indifference to outside responses
(Harzl, 2015, p. 221). These actions reflected Russia’s goal of maintaining a sphere of
influence in the post-Soviet space and countering NATO expansion. Russia annexed
Crimea in 2014 and continues to intervene in the Ukraine. However, “both Russia’s
overall international posture and interventions remain strategically reactive”, sending
Russia’s interests in eastern Ukraine from the perceived threat of NATO and EU
expansionism to its borders (Cunliffe, 2019, p. 5). “Russia can reap strategic benefits
from establishing a ‘frozen conflict’ in Ukraine, as it manages to preserve its affair of

influence in that country in this way” (Cunliffe, 2019, p. 5).

As said, Russian intervention has significantly undermined Ukraine’s sovereignty and
territorial integrity, leading to ongoing conflict, especially in the Donbas region. The
Crimea Crisis not only destabilized Ukraine but also contributed to broader regional
insecurity, challenging the post-CW European security order and raising concerns about
further Russian aggression in Eastern Europe (Malyarenko & Wolff, 2018). The crisis
has escalated into the bloodiest conflict in Europe since the Yugoslav wars, driven by
ideological clashes and a fundamental disagreement over the nature of Ukrainian
statehood and sovereignty (Harzl, 2015, p. 219). The situation has been further aggravated
by the West’s lack of a coherent policy towards Russia, often simplifying the complex
dynamics at play, which includes the demonization of Vladimir Putin rather than
addressing the underlying geopolitical tensions (Harzl, 2015, p. 220). Just like Henry
Kissinger (2014) once said: “The demonization of Vladimir Putin is not a policy; it is an

alibi for the absence of one”.

This crisis, especially the Crimea case, has shattered relations between the West and
Russia, rekindling historical modes of territorial conflicts reminiscent of the 19" century
(Harzl, 2015, p. 219; Marsh, 2015; Platonova, 2018). The international and regional

responses to Russian actions in Ukraine have been varied, with Western countries,
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particularly the US and the EU, imposing sanctions on Russia and providing support to
Ukraine. These measures aimed to deter Russian aggression and support Ukraine’s
sovereignty and territorial integrity. However, Russia did not accept the actions taken by
the Putin administration as violations. Putin has responded to the accusations of the

Western Europe and North America in case of the Crimean Crisis as:

[W]hat exactly are we violating? True, the President of the Russian Federation
received permission from the Upper House of Parliament to use the Armed Forces
in Ukraine. However, strictly speaking, nobody has acted on this permission yet.
Russia’s Armed Forces never entered Crimea; they were there already in line with
an international agreement. True, we did enhance our forces there; however — this is
something Iwould like everyone tohear and know— we did not exceed
the personnel limit of our Armed Forces in Crimea, which is set at 25,000, because
there was no need to do so (Putin, 2014).

At the regional level, while some Eastern European countries have strongly condemned
Russia’s actions, others have adopted more cautious stances, reflecting the complex

geopolitical dynamics in the region and varying degrees of dependence on Russia.

Citizens of Scandinavian and the Benelux countries and Germany had the most
negative views about Russia, while the population of many eastern European
countries, such as Bulgaria, Romania and Slovakia, as well as Cyprus considered
Russia in a more positive view (Makkonen & Mitze, 2023, p. 2930).

At the local level, some politicians, intellectuals, and authors argued that one of the
reasons for the 2014 Ukrainian crisis to occur was the internal weaknesses of Donbas
society. The propensity for “lawlessness and the pro-Russian leanings [...] further helped
push the unrest in Donbas” (Platonova, 2018, p. 488). Putting aside how and why this
crisis started, if the Ukrainian crisis wants to be solved anytime soon, “an enormous
amount of energy and innovative approaches” will be needed to solve these conflicts
(Harzl, 2015, p. 221). This will be particularly difficult since “the core conflict between
the West and Russia is not so much about international principles and their contents, but
rather, about the question of who has the right to set them and make exceptions” (Harzl,

2015, p. 221).

3.2. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

To begin with the Ukrainian Case, Russia’s intervention, particularly in the annexation

of Crimea in 2014 and ongoing support for separatist movements in Eastern Ukraine, is
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driven by a mix of strategic, historical, and geopolitical motivations. Ukraine’s
geopolitical location is crucial as it is considered as a buffer state between Russia and
Western Europe, helping Russia maintain strategic depth, which is significant for its
military and security doctrines. Additionally, Ukraine has deep cultural, historical, and
political ties with Russia, dating back to the Russian Empire and the SU, and Russia often
views Ukraine as part of its near abroad — areas where it seeks to maintain influence.
According to the Russian Government, the actions taken in Ukraine were part of a broader
effort, to resist the foreign pressure and to protect the people in the region (particularly
the Donbas region), especially the well-being of the people of Donetsk and Lugansk. This
was a project to protect the ethnic Russians and Russian-speaking populations within the
region (Government Meeting, 2022). Russian government believed that the people of
these regions were subject to persecution, openly attacked by the Ukrainian government,
and often labelled as “separatists” or “terrorists” (Dmitry Polyanskiy, 2024). On these
grounds Russia built its interventions in Ukraine, as a response to the humanitarian crisis
which were taken place in the Donbass region (Putin, 2022a). Apart from the motivation
of “protecting ethnic Russians”, Russia framed its actions as a response to the instability
created by Ukraine’s lack of “true” sovereignty and portrayed Ukraine as a tool of the
West (Bordachev, 2024). So, a key motivation for Russia has been to prevent Ukraine
from joining Western military alliances like NATO, which is seen as a direct threat to

Russian security.

The methods employed by Russia in Ukraine include military actions such as the direct
annexation of Crimea and military support to the separatists in Eastern Ukraine, including
arms, training, and personnel. Russia has also exerted political influence through
propaganda and information warfare aimed at destabilizing Ukraine and influencing its
political choices. Russian political leaders along with the Russian controlled media have
portrayed the situation in Ukraine as a direct threat for Russia’s security and region’s
stability, and also portrayed Ukraine’s acts as actions that are driven by the Western
countries. Russian political leaders, such as Mikhail Mishustin (2022) has depicted Russia
and other post-SU countries (like Belarus) being under “unprecedented sanctions
pressure” that amounts to “all-out economic war.” Also, within several media channels,
the situation is depicted as a conflict between Russia and an illegitimate, extremist

government in Kiev (Dmitry Polyanskiy, 2024; Vassily Nebenzia, 2024). These
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narratives depicted that the Ukrainian government was a part of a coalition of
“unfriendly” states, was controlled by the Western powers, and incapable or unwilling to
protect the population, thus Russian involvement was a necessity (Government Meeting,
2022; The Government Approves the List of Unfriendly Countries and Territories, 2022).
The demonization of Ukraine is intensified with the speech of Putin (2022a) when he
called Ukrainian regime a “neo-Nazi” regime. According to Putin, the government was
taken hostage by this neo-Nazi regime and was committing atrocities against the ethnic
Russians and Russian-speaking populations, thus, it was a great threat to the well-being
of the whole of Russia. According to Russia, Ukraine (if it is a state) is “incapable of
governing itself, interpreting its own history, forming its own foreign policy, deciding if
it is over-run by ‘Nazis’ or determining who ‘Nazis’ are in the first place” (Knott, 2022,
p. 2). In the media and through the words of Putin it was depicted that, this ‘illegitimate’
regime was controlled and supported, like in the forms of military means, by the Western
powers. Putin himself was framing this military support as not a cooperation but as a
direct involvement of the outside powers to the Ukrainian-Russian conflict (Sputnik,
2023). In the media, it is also portrayed that, since Ukrainian government is being used
by external powers (specifically the US), Ukraine cannot be a rational actor and cannot

protect its own population in this conflict, thus is a “rogue state” (Bordachev, 2024).

Through all of these statements, Russian government tried to justify its intervention in

3

Ukraine by framing it as a response to “unfriendly activities” of Ukraine and other
coalition of states. As Russia claims that, like it can be seen in the Government directive
No.430-r, Ukraine and these coalitions of states engage in hostile actions against Russia
as a whole, not only towards the Russian Federation, but the hostility was also towards
the Russian-speaking population, Russian companies and the citizens (The Government
Approves the List of Unfriendly Countries and Territories, 2022). For Russia, this was
the case during the 2014 Crisis and this was repeated once again in the recent crisis of

2022 (Dmitry Polyanskiy, 2024). All of these were depicted as reasons for Russia to

intervene in Ukraine.

In the Venezuelan Case, the US and Venezuela had peaceful, strong and respectful
relations from the beginning of diplomatic relations in 1835 till the climax of the crisis.

With the economic downturn in the country, increased authoritarianism in the regime,
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downturn of humanitarian conditions, increase in poverty, alongside the conflictual
election processes, Venezuelan conflict became a crisis and attracted international and
regional involvement. Thus, the US intervened in Venezuela and laid the ground for its
reasons to intervene in the promotion of democracy and concerns over significant human
rights abuses under Maduro’s government (US Department of State, 2023). Because as
officially declared by the US government “the circumstances, as described in Executive
Order 13692 and subsequent Executive Orders issued with respect to Venezuela, continue
to pose an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national security and foreign policy of
the United States” (The White House, 2024). With Executive Order 13692 in 2015, the
US declared a “national emergency” citing national and international concerns for the
Venezuelan case and argued that the crisis poses an “unusual and extraordinary threat” to

US’s national security and foreign policy (The White House, 2024).

The US depicted the Maduro regime as corrupt, repressive and responsible for severe
human rights violations and economic mismanagement (Seelke, 2024). Thus, the US has
employed economic sanctions and diplomatic pressures as principal strategies in response
to the political and humanitarian crisis in Venezuela. These sanctions are imposed
through several Executive Orders with an aim to restrict Maduro regime’s access to
resources and to pressure the regime for a political change in the country. These orders
included blocking the property of the Government of Venezuela, giving specific licenses
to allow specific transactions to the Guaido regime; sanctions resulting from human rights
abuses, political repression, and corruption; sanctions in forms of financial restrictions;
sanctions on certain assets like oil to isolate the Maduro regime’s main source of revenue
(Venezuela-Related Sanctions: Executive Orders, n.d.). The political and diplomatic
measures are primarily aimed at promoting democratic change by supporting opposition
groups and penalizing the Maduro regime. Apart from those, the US framed its actions
and sanctions imposed as necessary steps to combat corruption, protect the population,
cope with the security threats, and fight against illegal activities such as terrorism and

drug trafficking (Seelke, 2024).

For over 15 years, the US has imposed sanctions in response to activities of the
Venezuelan government such as Venezuela’s lack of cooperation on antidrug and

counterterrorism efforts (US Department of State, 2023). Starting from the Obama
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Administration, sanctions have been imposed against individuals for human rights
abuses, corruption, and antidemocratic actions. Following this, the Trump Administration
expanded economic sanctions in response to the increasing authoritarianism of President
Maduro. In January 2019, the US government ceased recognizing Maduro as Venezuela’s
legitimate president, and the Trump Administration sought to compel him to leave office
through diplomatic, economic, and legal pressure (United States Congress, 2022).
Additionally, the US has worked to isolate the Maduro regime diplomatically by
recognizing opposition leader Juan Guaido as the legitimate president of Venezuela and

encouraging other nations to do the same.

The US political leaders and the media have portrayed the situation in Venezuela and
their involvement by highlighting the human rights abuses within the country such as the
killings, tortures, harsh prison conditions, and suppression of freedom of speech which
were taking place because of the authoritarian nature of the Maduro regime and especially
because of the “deeply flawed political re-election process” (US Department of State,
2018). A resolution was adopted by the US officials concerning this illegitimate election

Process:

The resolution S.Res.44 denounces the Nicolds Maduro regime’s most recent

legislative elections as fraudulent and illegitimate, does not recognize the legitimacy

of the new Venezuelan National Assembly, and joins members of the international

community in rejecting the elections. Further, it urges that elections in Venezuela be

conducted as soon as possible according to international standards for free, fair, and

transparent electoral processes (S.Res.44 - 117th Congress (2021-2022), 2021).
According to the US controlled media and statements of the US official channels this
illegitimate hold on power of Maduro was possible because of his alleged ties to terrorist
groups like FARC-D (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia), ELN (National
Liberation Army of Colombia), and Hizballah. US officials emphasized that if these
actions of Maduro continues, the risk of Venezuela being a “failed state” gradually
increases (US Department of State, 2019). Through this comment along with the
depiction of Venezuela as a “threat to US national security” and being negative example

to other countries in the region, the US tried to justify its actions within the country and

also justified that they will continue to impose sanctions to Maduro regime (Harris, 2024).
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The effects of the crisis on Venezuela have been significant, sanctions and international
pressure intensified the political deadlock in the country, which contributed to ongoing
unrest and weakening Maduro’s international legitimacy. Although “[i]t is difficult to
attribute precisely the extent of Venezuela’s economic collapse that is due to US sanctions
versus broad economic mismanagement” (United States Congress, 2022), it would not be
wrong to say that the economic sanctions have exacerbated Venezuela’s economic

collapse. As it is mentioned in the UN Annual Report:

While the roots of the economic crisis in the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela
predate the imposition of economic sanctions, they are one of the factors that
continue to impede the country’s economic recovery and adversely affect the
enjoyment of economic and social rights[...] (United Nations High Commissioner
for Human Rights, 2023).
In addition, as a recent US Congressional Research Service report admitted, the sanctions
imposed by the US “failed” in their implicit goal of regime change but have exacerbated
an economic crisis that “has prompted 7.7 million Venezuelans to flee.” The Hill ran an
opinion piece stating that “sanctions are still hurting everyday Venezuelans — and fuelling

migration” (Harris, 2024).

The comparison of the US intervention in Venezuela and the Russian intervention in
Ukraine reveals several critical outcomes. Both interventions illustrate how major powers
use a combination of political, economic, and military strategies to influence regional
geopolitics and achieve their strategic objectives. In Ukraine, Russia’s direct military
actions and political influence have led to significant human rights violations and regional
destabilization, emphasizing the severe impact of military interventions on sovereignty
and regional stability. Conversely, the US’s reliance on economic sanctions and
diplomatic efforts in Venezuela highlights the substantial humanitarian and economic
consequences of non-military interventions, contributing to political instability and a

deepening humanitarian crisis.

Furthermore, the international community’s responses to these interventions underscore
the importance of multilateral engagement and the enforcement of international norms.
In the Venezuelan case, beginning with Maduro’s fraudulent re-election in 2018,
numerous international actors have been involved in the crisis—with the US and many

other countries initially focused on isolating Maduro and supporting Guaidé (United
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States Congress, 2022). As a result of these, the US introduced a draft resolution in the
UNSC that called for free, fair, and credible presidential elections in Venezuela. This
draft resolution S/2019/186 proposed by the US on 28 February 2019, right after the first
conflictual election process. However, there were the supporters of the Maduro regime.
China and Russia, which are permanent members of the UN, were among these countries,
and when they vetoed the draft resolution, the resolution prepared for the Venezuelan
crisis could not be adopted (United Nations Security Council, 2019). On the other side,
regional organizations like the OAS supported the claims of the US and the OAS General
Secretariat stated that the Venezuelan government is corrupt, undemocratic, and
manipulative, particularly regarding the electoral process (OAS, 2024). Through this
statement, the OAS condemned the actions of Venezuela’s Supreme Court and National
Electoral Council (CNE) and accused the Venezuelan officials and CNE as non-
transparent, biased, fraudulent and repressive (OAS, 2024). So, once more the elections
were condemned by several international and regional actors, US officials and media.
“Actions by Nicoldas Maduro and his representatives in Venezuela, including the arrest of
members of the democratic opposition and the barring of candidates from competing in
this year’s presidential election, are inconsistent with the agreements signed [...]” (Miller,
2024). The UN Human Rights Office focused on “the human rights violations, need for
a stronger rule of law and promoting and protecting democratic space and populations”
side of the crisis in Venezuela. For this reason, the UN emphasized its actions on
providing technical assistance, monitoring and reporting on human rights cases and to
prevent and end violations, while doing that they also wanted to ensure accountability
and support for the civilians (OHCHR in Venezuela, n.d.). The US responded to these
international involvements positively, interpreting them as a positive step for a fair
election process in Venezuela, which meant ultimately achieving what they have been
asking for. The involvement of regional organizations like the OAS, regional actors like
Colombia, or international organizations like the UN meant a coordinated approach
towards Venezuela (The White House, 2024). Moreover, the US has expressed gratitude
for the support that they have been getting by international partners such as the EU,
Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Guatemala, Honduras, Panama, and Peru in

the Venezuelan crisis (United States Mission to the United Nations, 2019), because these
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actors were both the supporters of the US actions in the country and the opposers of the

Maduro’s actions.

For the Ukrainian case, the effects of the 2014 and 2022 Crises in Ukraine have been
profound, including significant human rights violations, destabilization of the region, and
displacement, loss of life, and social disruption. So, the international response to the crisis
was twofold: those who supported Russian actions in Ukraine as the first side and those
who supported Ukraine and argued that the intervention was illegitimate as the second
side. As can be seen from Mikhail Mishustin's (2022) statements, cooperation between
nations like Belarus and other regional allies (which can be given examples for the former
side of the international response) is crucial to stand against the economic pressures of
the Western powers (which are the examples of the latter side). As a response to these
international responses, Russia first accused Ukraine of “violating the international
humanitarian law” (Vassily Nebenzia, 2024). Then, it referred to Article 51 of the UN
Charter, which allows for self-defense, and cited the treaties between Donetsk, Lugansk
and Russia. Despite the latter’s disagreement, Russia framed its actions as legitimate,
necessary and the within the context of the international law (Putin, 2022b). The second
side, which is the side that against the intervention, argues that Russia’s actions are
violations of international law and the UN Charter. In this context, several resolutions
were adopted during UNSC Meetings (see, UNSC, 2022a, 2022b) along with several
UNGA resolutions. For instance, Resolution A/RES/68/262 reaffirmed the territorial
integrity of Ukraine and condemned Russia’s annexation of Crimea (UNGA, 2014).
Resolutions A/RES/73/194 and A/RES/74/17 reaffirmed Ukraine’s sovereignty over
Crimea and emphasized the importance of respecting territorial integrity (UNGA, 2018,
2019). Resolution A/RES/ES-11/1 condemned Russia’s military aggression and called
for immediate withdrawal of Russian forces (UNGA, 2022). Resolutions A/RES/71/205
and A/RES/75/29 addressed human rights violations in Crimea under Russian occupation
(UNGA, 2016, 2020). However, Russia generally disregarded these resolutions and often
cited principles of self-determination presenting the Crimean referendum as the ultimate
justification (UNSC, 2014). And also, due to the use of vetoes in the UNSC, international

responses specifically those of UN remained limited.
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The widespread condemnation of Russia’s actions in Ukraine and the mixed reactions to
the US’s actions in Venezuela demonstrate the varying degrees of international tolerance
for interventionist policies, shaped by geopolitical interests and the perceived legitimacy
of the intervening state’s actions. Ultimately, these cases illustrate the complex interplay
between regionalism, interventionism, and international law, offering valuable insights
into the dynamics of global power and the challenges of maintaining international peace

and security.

3.4. COMPARATIVE CASE EXAMINATION

Focusing on two major powers —the US and Russia—shows how interventionism and
regionalism are significant in shaping the different foreign policies. This thesis highlights
the well-documented cases of Ukraine and Venezuela, illustrating how these concepts
influence the actions of the US and Russia, respectively. Despite the differing
circumstances in each case, the findings reveal that powerful nations consistently use

interventions to advance their interests.

The interventions of the US and Russia differ in form, scale and approach. This is also an
outcome of the different historical contexts that are shaped by complex relationships and
events that have influenced current actions of the two states. In the case of Russian
interventions in Ukraine, historical narratives and memories through identity discussions
play a significant role. As mentioned in the previous section, the historical ties between
Russia and Ukraine have been marked by periods of conflict and cooperation including
the legacy of the SU and the annexation of Crimea. These historical events have
contributed to forming national identities and perceptions of sovereignty, influencing
Russia’s strategic narratives and justifications for its actions in Ukraine (Allison, 2014;

Chaban et al., 2023, p. 420; Pupcenoks & Seltzer, 2020).

On the other hand, the US interventions in Venezuela are influenced by historical
dynamics related to governance issues and human rights violations in the region. The US
has a history of involvement in Latin America, including interventions in countries like
Nicaragua and Cuba, which have shaped its approach to Venezuela. These interventions

were a result of the historical and cultural ties, economic interests, and geopolitical profits
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(Bull & Rosales, 2020; Muno & Brand, 2014). The Monroe Doctrine, for instance,
exemplifies the historical and ideological underpinnings of US interventions in Latin
America, reflecting its pursuit of geopolitical influence, its desire to advance and secure
its economic benefits, strategic advantages, and geopolitical interests through trade
agreements, investments, resource exploitation, economic development, investment
opportunities, and access to natural resources (Bull & Rosales, 2020, p. 10; Long, 2020,
p. 9; Muno & Brand, 2014, p. 380).

Furthermore, the US and Russia have employed various methods in their interventions in
Venezuela and Ukraine, including economic sanctions, military presence, diplomatic
efforts, and information campaigns. The US has adopted a different interventionist
approach toward Venezuela compared to Russia’s approach towards Ukraine, generally
in forms of sanctions, emphasizing diplomatic, political, and economic pressure,
including sanctions and support for opposition leader Juan Guaido (Demirel, 2020, pp.
56-57; Thoene et al., 2023, pp. 632—633). In the case of the US intervention in Venezuela,
economic sanctions have been a critical tool aimed at pressuring the Venezuelan
government and supporting opposition movements (Demirel, 2020, p. 64). These
sanctions have targeted individuals, entities, and sectors of the Venezuelan economy,
impacting the country’s financial stability and international trade relationships.
Additionally, the US has utilized diplomatic efforts to build international support for its
stance on Venezuela, engaging in multilateral forums and alliances to address the crisis
in the country (Demirel, 2020, p. 53). Conversely, Russia’s tactics in Ukraine not only
involved diplomatic, legal and media campaigns through propagandas, but also involved
direct military actions (Allison, 2014, p. 1258; Biersack & O’Lear, 2014, p. 253;
Maksymenko & Brusylovska, 2022, p. 227). Actions include the annexation of Crimea;
economic support including loans and energy deals to bolster pro-Russian factions in
Ukraine; and information campaigns to shape narratives and influence public opinion in
Ukraine through employing media manipulation and disinformation tactics to advance its
interests (Hanley et al., 2023; Helmus et al., 2018, 2021; Kornieiev et al., 2022; Kuzio,
2019; Makhortykh et al., 2020; Maksymenko & Brusylovska, 2022; Sazhniev &
Sutkowska, 2020; Zhang & Zhou, 2023). As Helmus et al. (2018, 2021) highlight, using
social media as a tool for Russian propaganda in Eastern Europe indicates a deliberate

effort to shape narratives and influence public opinion. Social media as a tool for
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influence was also evident in the context of US interventions and interferences in the

Latin American region.

Moreover, the motivations behind the interventions differ. The motivations behind the
US and Russian interventions in Venezuela and Ukraine are multifaceted and align with
each country’s foreign policy objectives. Regarding Russian interventions in Ukraine,
apart from the identity crisis and historical motivations, energy security has been a
significant factor (Biersack & O’Lear, 2014; Graaf & Colgan, 2017; San-Akca et al.,
2020). These actions align with Russia’s foreign policy objectives of maintaining
influence in its neighboring regions and safeguarding its strategic interests. Russia’s
intervention in Ukraine has been framed as a response to perceived threats to its national
security and as a means to redefining what it sees as the European order (Allison, 2014;
Papadakis & Spyrakou, 2022). These notions have influenced the actions and
interventions of Russia over Eastern Europe, as is evident by the historical shifts in labor
movements, the ideological clashes in the region, shared traditions, energy policies, and
regional alliances, Russia’s intention to maintain influence in its historical sphere of
control, rise of populist radical right parties in Central and Eastern Europe, and counter
the perceived encroachments by Western powers (Pirro, 2013; Rieker & Gjerde, 2016;
Virag, 2018). On the other hand, the US intervention in Venezuela has been driven by
concerns over governance issues, human rights violations, and the desire to support
democratic processes (Demirel, 2020, p. 65). The US aims to promote stability and
democracy in Venezuela, aligning with its broader foreign policy objectives of supporting
democratic governance and human rights globally (Mijares, 2017, p. 208). Additionally,
the US intervention in Venezuela can be considered part of a broader strategy to maintain
influence in Latin America and counter the influence of countries like Russia and China

(Bull & Rosales, 2020; Mijares, 2017; Thoene et al., 2023).

Russia’s strategic interventions in Eastern Europe have primarily targeted enhancing its
economic and geopolitical influence, particularly through energy policies, strategic
alliances, and relationships with multinational corporations and foreign direct investment.
These interventions reflect the complex nature of Russia’s engagements aimed at
bolstering its geopolitical standing and securing economic benefits. Such actions are

analyzed in the context of the Russia-Ukraine conflict, where power dynamics and energy
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strategies play significant roles (Rieker & Gjerde, 2016; Virag, 2018). All of these reflect
the multifaceted nature of their engagement and Russia’s strategic interests in leveraging
economic ties and investments to exert influence, strengthen, and secure its geopolitical
position and economic advantages in Eastern Europe (Ahmed et al., 2022, pp. 1079-1080;
Makkonen & Mitze, 2023; Petrova, 2015; Rieker & Gjerde, 2016; Virag, 2018).
Moreover, the ideological and political tensions in the region underscore the geopolitical
contests, particularly concerning issues of sovereignty and European integration. This
ideological divergence also manifests in varied relationships between the EU and its
eastern neighbors, which are shaped by differing supranational identities and religious

traditions ((Akaliyski, 2017, p. 40; Akaliyski & Welzel, 2020, pp. 13—14).

Similarly, the US interventions in Latin America often reflect ideological confrontations,
aiming to support democratic principles, secure economic interests, and counter
ideological threats. These interventions are influenced by historical ties, cultural factors,

and the strategic use of multilateral security measures (Long, 2020, p. 2).

Although the international community has responded differently to the US actions in
Venezuela and Russian actions in Ukraine, both interventions have faced international
scrutiny and criticism. In the case of US interventions in Venezuela, the international
community has expressed mixed reactions. While some countries have supported US
efforts to address governance issues and human rights violations in Venezuela (United
States Mission to the United Nations, 2019, para. 8), others have criticized US
intervention as interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state (Demirel, 2020, p.
65). The UN has played a role in facilitating dialogue and humanitarian assistance in
response to the crisis in Venezuela, with various agencies providing aid and support to
address the humanitarian needs of the Venezuelan population (see OAS, 2024; United
Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2023; United States Mission to the
United Nations, 2019). Regarding Russian interventions in Ukraine, the international
community has strongly condemned Russia’s actions, including the annexation of Crimea
for violating international norms and challenging the post-CW European state system
(Allison, 2014; Makkonen & Mitze, 2023, p. 2927). The UN, Western countries and
international organizations have denounced Russia’s violation of Ukraine’s territorial

integrity and sovereignty, calling for restoring peace and stability in the region (Allison,
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2014, p. 1268; Averre, 2016, p. 700). The UN Security Council has held meetings and
the UNGA adopted resolutions condemning Russia’s actions in Ukraine, emphasizing the
importance of upholding international law and respecting the sovereignty of states.
Specifically resolutions such as A/RES/ES-11/1, A/RES/68/262, A/RES/71/205,
A/RES/73/194, A/RES/74/17, and A/RES/75/29 placed emphasis on matters such as
“Territorial Integrity of Ukraine”, “Aggression against Ukraine”, “Human Rights in
Crimea”, “Militarization of Crimea” and “Militarization of Sevastopol” (UNGA, 2014,
2016, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2022). Neighboring countries and regional organizations have
also responded to this intervention. In Latin America, neighboring countries have
expressed concerns about the impact of US actions in Venezuela on regional stability and
economic conditions (Arslan, 2022; Stuenkel, 2017). In Eastern Europe, countries mainly
from the Western hemisphere have supported Ukraine’s territorial integrity and
sovereignty while also seeking to address the humanitarian consequences of the conflict
(Allison, 2014; Averre, 2016). Certain countries in the Eastern Hemisphere have
supported Russia's claims regarding the prevention of the spread of Western institutions.
The UN and regional organizations like the OAS have been involved in diplomatic efforts
to address the crises in Venezuela and Ukraine, advocating for peaceful resolutions and
respect for international norms (see OAS, 2024; UNGA, 2014, 2016, 2018, 2019, 2020,
2022; United Nations Security Council, 2019).

A comparison of the regionalist and interventionist practices of the US towards Venezuela
and Russia towards Ukraine reveals a multifaceted interplay of geopolitical interests and
strategic maneuvering. The persistence of state power and the evolving nature of
sovereignty are critical in shaping international spatial boundaries. This complexity
underscores the geopolitical maneuvers characterizing the interventions of both Russia
and the US in their respective regions. The deployment of geostrategic arguments by
various actors intricately intertwines intentions, influencing interventions in Eastern
Europe and Latin America. This analysis highlights the dynamics in these regions,

reflecting both strategic aims and broader geopolitical calculations.

In the context of the US interventions towards Venezuela, geostrategic argumentation and
the strategic maneuvering of state power are evident. The US has historically pursued

interventions in Latin America to advance its economic and geopolitical interests, often
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leading to ideological clashes and historical legacies of interventionism. In the same
manner, interventions in Venezuela have been influenced by the geopolitical interests of
the US, reflecting a desire to exert influence and secure economic benefits in the country.
Similarly, interventions in Ukraine have been influenced by historical and cultural ties
and geopolitical and strategic considerations, reflecting a desire to assert influence and
power in the region. Russia’s use of geostrategic argumentation underscores the complex
interplay of intentions and geopolitical interests in shaping Eastern European

interventions.

Comparing the US intervention in Venezuela with the Russian intervention in Ukraine
provides valuable insights into the dynamics of interventionism and regionalism. One
generalizable lesson is the importance of considering the legal and political justifications
used by intervening states in an attempt to legitimize their actions. In the case of Russia’s
intervention in Ukraine, unfounded legal and political claims were used to justify the
annexation of Crimea and support separatist movements (Allison, 2014, p. 1267). This
highlights the need to critically examine and contest such claims to uphold international

norms and principles of sovereignty.

Another lesson is interventions’ significant economic, political, and social impacts on
target countries. In Venezuela, US interventions have contributed to economic instability,
social unrest, and a humanitarian crisis. The imposition of economic sanctions and
support for opposition movements have exacerbated the country’s economic challenges,
leading to hyperinflation, shortages of essential goods, and a collapse of the healthcare
system. The political turmoil and economic downturn have resulted in mass emigration,
increased poverty levels, and a deterioration of living conditions for many Venezuelans.
The long-term consequences of US interventions in Venezuela included ongoing
economic challenges, social polarization, and a protracted humanitarian crisis that
continues to impact the country’s stability and well-being (Demirel, 2020). In Ukraine,
Russian interventions have led to political instability, economic risks, and a humanitarian
crisis. The seizure of Crimea and movements in eastern Ukraine and later the war
have further fueled conflict and violence, resulting in displacement, loss of life, and social
disruption, as well as economic challenges and social divisions hampering the country’s

stability and development. The relations between Russia and
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Western nations are strained due to the ongoing conflict, leading to geopolitical tensions
and challenges to regional security. Overall, the interventions by the US in Venezuela
and Russia in Ukraine have had far-reaching and enduring impact on the geopolitical

landscape, economic stability, and social fabric of both regions.

In conclusion, comparing the US intervention in Venezuela with the Russian intervention
in Ukraine reveals generalizable lessons about the legal justifications, economic, political,
and social impacts, and the importance of regional and international responses to
interventions. These insights can inform future discussions on interventionism,

regionalism, and maintaining international peace and security.
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CONCLUSION

This studied the cases of Venezuela and Ukraine through the perspectives of
interventionism—a complex and often problematic feature in international relations—
and another complex concept, regionalism. The intervention strategies of the US in
Venezuela and Russia in Ukraine have been subject to various factors influencing their

effectiveness such as economic, security and ideological motivations.

The US intervention in Venezuela aimed to address governance issues and human rights
violations and support democratic processes, while geopolitical interests, security
concerns, and influence in the region drove Russia’s intervention in Ukraine. To begin
with the Russian case, because of Russia’s ambitions and fears of the EU and NATO
expansions to it sphere of influence and its near abroad, Russia’s regionalist policies over
the Eastern European region turned into forceful interventions. In the Ukrainian crisis this
fear was not the only reason for intervention, there was also the identity crisis between
Russia and Ukraine, as Putin openly stated Ukraine was not considered as a country, but
it was actually a Russian territory (Aridici, 2019; Arribas et al., 2023). For the Crimean
case, Russia tried to justify the annexation through the claim of self-determination
(Pupcenoks & Seltzer, 2020, p. 768). This is a known fact for the Russian interventions.
Because of the claims of Russia, and its desire to maintain influence within Eastern
Europe, to counter the perceived NATO and EU expansion near its borders and to fully
isolate Western regimes from its sphere of influence, Russia used military means and
political influence. Interventions in Ukraine have led to economic risks and disruptions
which impacted the economies of both countries. In addition, the intervention has led to
ongoing conflict and a protracted humanitarian crisis characterized by displacement and

intense civilian suffering.

In the case of the US intervention, geopolitical and strategic interests along with economic
expectations and ideological conflicts have driven a history of interventionism in
Venezuela. This was a result of or a continuation of the US’s longstanding approach in
Latin America (like in the case of Monroe Doctrine), where its foreign policy seeks to
advance democratic governance and economic interests. Additionally, Venezuela’s

substantial oil reserves and strategic position in the Latin American region, the presence
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both in the region and within the country was essential for the US as a way to counter
external influence, especially from countries like Russia and China which support the
Maduro regime (Bull & Rosales, 2020; Mijares, 2017). In the Venezuelan crisis, the US
justified it actions and involvement in the country through its concerns over the
authoritarian Maduro regime, this regime’s governing issues, human rights violations that
are happening because of this flawed management, and the need to support democratic
processes since, in a way, the US considers itself a beacon of democracy (Demirel, 2020,
p. 65; Mijares, 2017, p. 208). Based on these reasons, the US adopted a strategy that
emphasized economic and diplomatic pressure through sanctions and maneuvers such as
the support for the opposition leader Juan Guaido, blocking the revenue of the Maduro
regime through economic sanctions and embargos, and using international platforms to
attract external support (Demirel, 2020; Mijares, 2017; Thoene et al., 2023). The
intervention in Venezuela, especially the economic sanctions-imposed has exacerbated
Venezuela’s economic challenges, deepening inflation, resource shortages, and

widespread social unrest while adding strain to the already weakened state infrastructure.

In both cases, interventions have had varying impacts on political stability, with
Venezuela experiencing political turmoil and Ukraine facing ongoing conflict and
political instability. Both interventions have had significant social consequences, with
Venezuela experiencing social unrest, migration crisis and a humanitarian crisis, while
Ukraine has faced displacement, loss of life and loss of national territory, and social
disruption. The interventions have had long-term geopolitical implications, with the US
and Russia facing international condemnation and challenges to their regional influence
and relationships. While the intervention strategies differ in these two cases, both
interventions underscore a geopolitical struggle for influence which reveals the extent to
which significant powers employ varied interventionist methods to maintain regional

dominance.

Both interventions have drawn international attention and stirred ethical discussion
regarding the limits of external intervention. The responses from the international
community and neighboring countries to these interventions highlight the importance of
regional cooperation and diplomatic efforts in addressing crises resulting from external

interventions. The condemnation of Russia’s actions in Ukraine by the international
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community (see UNGA, 2014) and the support for Venezuela’s stability by neighboring
countries in Latin America demonstrates the significance of multilateral engagement and
solidarity in responding to interventionist actions, and emphasizes a commitment to
uphold principles of territorial integrity and non-interference (see United States Mission
to the United Nations, 2019). Ethically, these interventions pose important questions
about the respect for sovereignty of states and the right of nations to self-determination
without external interference; concerns about human rights violations, humanitarian
crises, and the protection of civilian populations in conflict zones; adherence to
international law, including the principles of non-intervention and the prohibition of the
use of force in international relations. The international community’s role was vital

in mitigating and exacerbating the situations in Venezuela and Ukraine.

In the case of Venezuela, international organizations, neighboring countries, and
humanitarian agencies have provided aid and support to address the country’s
humanitarian crisis and economic challenges. The international community has called for
peaceful solutions to the political turmoil in Venezuela, emphasizing the importance of
upholding democratic principles and human rights. Conversely, Latin American countries
have demonstrated a nuanced approach, with some positioning themselves with the
Venezuelan regime and arguing that US sanctions have made economic difficulties
worse, some others have sided with the US and argued that the Maduro regime is
responsible for the country’s problems and that intervention is necessary. In the Russian
case, the members of the international community that are close to the Western side
accused Russia of violating international norms and provided support to the Ukrainian
government in its efforts to address the conflict in the eastern regions. International
organizations, such as the UN and the EU, along with some regional powers have been
involved in diplomatic initiatives and peace negotiations to promote stability and security
in Ukraine. On the other side, some regional powers, such as Belarus, have sided with
Russia regarding the arguments on the expansionist and influential policies of Western

powers in Eastern European countries.

All in all, the international community’s role has proven both pivotal and limited in
addressing these crises. While the international community has taken steps to address the

crises in Venezuela and Ukraine, because of the presence of other countries in these
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nations, no definitive result was obtained in resolving the crises. In the case of Russia,
the presence of the EU and Western institutions and their opposition to Russia’s policies
on Ukraine, and in the case of Venezuela, the veto power of Russia and China in the UN

can be shown as the fundamental reasons for this situation.

In sum, the cases of Ukraine and Venezuela reflect how great powers leverage
intervention for their strategic gains, often disguised as and justified under human rights,
self-determination, promotion of democracy, or regional stability. This thesis reveals that
certain powers’ regional ambitions, policies and actions significantly shape their
interventionist behaviors and influence their foreign policies, international relations,
global standing and state identity. It can be concluded that regionalism serves as a
framework to justify or base powerful states’ efforts on maintaining stability or nurturing
ideals within a specific region. For the US case, this might be restoring the stability of the
Latin American region, whereas, for the Russian case, this might be protecting the sphere
of influence in Eastern Europe. This shows that regionalism can be used as a tool to
legitimize a mission. Ukrainian and Venezuelan cases demonstrate that despite Russia
and the US being two ideologically opposing regimes and despite the rhetoric against
interventionism in other global contexts, both Russia and the US align with their interests
when intervention becomes essential to their objectives. Regardless of their positions
within the international system, these states justify their actions by invoking humanitarian

reasons or aligning them with international norms and principles.

In addition, as seen in the thesis, regionalism affects, and in a way compels, the
interventionist policies of states on specific regions in line with their national security and
economic interests. In the Venezuelan case, its proximity to the US and its economic
relations increased Venezuela’s importance and made it a focus for intervention. As for
the Ukrainian case, discussions of geography, cultural ties, and identity were the essential
factors for the Russian intervention. Moreover, not only the decision to intervene but also
the perceived regional importance of each region shapes the means of intervention. In this
case, while economic and diplomatic means were used for the US-Venezuela side,
military intervention was referred to for the Russian-Ukrainian case. Also, regionalism
through regional policies and norms might push powerful states to act in specific ways.

For both of these case studies, such a scenario was evident. The Monroe Doctrine was the
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driver of US policies in Latin America, while near-abroad and creating a sphere of
influence in the post-Soviet countries were the reasons for Russian activism. All in all, it
can be concluded that regionalism significantly impacts the interventionist policies of
powerful states in specific regions, especially regarding the extent, rationale, and form of

interventions.



78

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Acharya, A. (2011). Dialogue and Discovery: In Search of International Relations
Theoies Beyond the West. Millennium, 39(3), 619-637.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305829811406574

Acosta-Reyes, J., Fernandez-Nifio, J. A., Rojas-Botero, M. L., Bonilla-Tinoco, L. J.,
Aguirre, M., Anillo, L. A., Rodriguez, D. A., Cifuentes, L. Y., Jiménez, 1., Ledn, L.
F., & Bojorquez-Chapela, 1. (2023). Longitudinal health survey of women from
Venezuela in Colombia (ELSA-VENCOL): First report. PLOS ONE, 18(3),
€0274157. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0274157

Ademmer, E., Delcour, L., & Wolczuk, K. (2016). Beyond geopolitics: Exploring the
impact of the EU and Russia in the “contested neighborhood”. Eurasian Geography
and Economics, 57(1), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1080/15387216.2016.1183221

Agullo, J. (2024, January 17). Latin America’s Global Geopolitical Projection.
Latinoamérica 21. https://latinoamerica2 1.com/en/latin-americas-global-

geopolitical-projection/

Ahmed, S., Hasan, M. M., & Kamal, M. R. (2022). Russia—Ukraine crisis: The effects on
the European stock market. European Financial Management, 29(4), 1078—1118.
https://doi.org/10.1111/eufm.12386

Akaliyski, P. (2017). Sources of Societal Value Similarities across Europe: Evidence
from Dyadic  Models.  Comparative  Sociology, 16(4), 447-470.
https://doi.org/10.1163/15691330-12341432

Akaliyski, P., & Welzel, C. (2020). Clashing Values: Supranational Identities,
Geopolitical Rivalry and Europe’s Growing Cultural Divide. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 51(9), 740-762. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022120956716

Allison, R. (2014). Russian ‘deniable’ intervention in Ukraine: How and why Russia
broke the rules. International Affairs, 90(6), 1255-1297.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2346.12170



79

Archibald, G., Mayer, C., Kim, D., Collet, N., Csorba, E., & Pinkoski, K. L. (2012).
Perspectives on Foreign Intervention in Contemporary Politics. The Agora:
Political Science Undergraduate Journal, 3(1), 92-98.
https://doi.org/10.29173/agoral9133

Aridici, N. (2019). The power of civilizational nationalism in Russian foreign policy
making. International Politics, 56(5), 605—621. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41311-
018-0159-8

Arribas, C. M., Arcos, R., Gértrudix, M., Mikulski, K., Hernandez-Escayola, P., Teodor,
M., Novicescu, E., Surdu, L., Stoian, V., & Garcia-Jiménez, A. (2023). Information
manipulation and historical revisionism: Russian disinformation and foreign
interference through manipulated history-based narratives. 3(121). https://open-

research-europe.ec.europa.eu/articles/3-121/v1

Arslan, H. (2022). Venezuela: An R2P Impasse? In P. Gozen Ercan (Ed.), The
Responsibility to Protect Twenty Years On (pp. 271-288). Springer International
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90731-0 13

Averre, D. (2016). The Ukraine Conflict: Russia’s Challenge to European Security
Governance. Europe-Asia Studies, 68(4), 699-725.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2016.1176993

Bak-Pitucha, A. (2023). The Role of the Visegrad Group in the European Security
System. Przeglgd Strategiczny, 16, Article 16.
https://doi.org/10.14746/ps.2023.1.14

Barbieri, G. (2019). Regionalism, globalism and complexity: A stimulus towards global
IR?  Third World Thematics: A TWQ Journal, 4(6), 424-441.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23802014.2019.1685406

Bellamy, A. (2015). The Changing Face of Humanitarian Intervention.

Berrios-Riquelme, J. (2021). Labor market insertion of professional Venezuelan

immigrants in northern Chile: Precariousness and discrimination in the light of



80

migration policy. REMHU: Revista Interdisciplinar Da Mobilidade Humana, 29,
117-132. https://doi.org/10.1590/1980-85852503880006208

Biersack, J., & O’Lear, S. (2014). The geopolitics of Russia’s annexation of Crimea:
Narratives, identity, silences, and energy. Eurasian Geography and Economics,

55(3), 247-269. https://doi.org/10.1080/15387216.2014.985241
Blatter, J. K. (2018). Case Study.

Blokker, P. (2005). Post-Communist Modernization, Transition Studies, and Diversity in
Europe.  European  Journal  of  Social  Theory, 8(4), 503-525.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431005059703

Bordachev, T. (2024, August 23). Here’s why Russia won’t talk to Ukraine. RT

International. https://www.rt.com/russia/602984-russia-not-talk-ukraine/

Borlini, L. (2023). Economic Interventionism and International Trade Law in the Covid

Era. German Law Journal, 24(1), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1017/glj.2023.13

Boréwka, A. (2020). Three Seas Initiative capabilities in terms of diversification of
natural gas supply versus Russian Federation foreign policy — a geopolitical
approach. Scientific Journal of the Military University of Land Forces, 197(3), 501—
512. https://doi.org/10.5604/01.3001.0014.3922

Budjeryn, M. (2016). Was Ukraine’s Nuclear Disarmament a Blunder? World Affairs,
179(2), 9-20. https://doi.org/10.1177/0043820016673777

Bull, B., & Rosales, A. (2020). The crisis in Venezuela: Drivers, transitions, and
pathways. European Review of Latin American and Caribbean Studies, 0(109), 1.
https://doi.org/10.32992/erlacs.10587

Burfisher, M., Robinson, S., & Thierfelder, K. (2004). Regionalism: Old and New,
Theory and Practice. MTID Discussion Paper.



81

Cadier, D. (2014). Eastern Partnership vs Eurasian Union? The EU-Russia Competition
in the Shared Neighbourhood and the Ukraine Crisis. Global Policy, 5(s1), 76-85.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12152

Caraballo-Arias, Y., Madrid, J., & Barrios, M. (2018). Working in Venezuela: How the
Crisis  has  Affected  the  Labor  Conditions.  84(3), 512-522.
https://doi.org/10.29024/a0gh.2325

Cardozo Uzcategui, A., & Mijares, V. M. (2020). The versatile amalgam: Interests and
corruption in Russia-Venezuela relations. European Review of Latin American and

Caribbean Studies, 0(109), 181. https://doi.org/10.32992/erlacs.10557
Carlsnaes, W. (Ed.). (2002). Handbook of international relations (Repr). Sage.

Chaban, N., Zhabotynska, S., & Knodt, M. (2023). What makes strategic narrative
efficient: Ukraine on Russian e-news platforms. Cooperation and Conflict, 58(4),

419—-440. https://doi.org/10.1177/00108367231161272

Cintra, N. (2023). Introduction. In D. Owen & P. Riggirozzi, Displacement, Human
Rights and Sexual and Reproductive Health: Conceptualizing Gender Protection

Gaps in Latin America. https://chooser.crossref.org/

Cunliffe, P. (2019). Framing intervention in a multipolar world. Conflict, Security &
Development, 19(3), 245-250. https://doi.org/10.1080/14678802.2019.1608015

Deciancio, M. (2016). International Relations from the South: A Regional Research
Agenda for Global IR. International Studies Review, 18(1), 106-119.
https://doi.org/10.1093/isr/viv020

Declarations and Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly. (2018). [OAS

Resolution].

Demirel, E. (2020). Within the Scope of External Intervention the U.S.-VENEZUELA
Relations. Oneri Dergisi, 15(53), Article 53.
https://doi.org/10.14783/maruoneri.676370



82

Dmitry Polyanskiy. (2024, August 13). Statement by Chargé d’Affaires Dmitry
Polyanskiy at UNSC Arria meeting “Crimes of the Ukrainian Armed Forces and
the nationalist battalions”. Crimes of the Ukrainian Armed Forces and the

nationalist battalions. https://russiaun.ru/en/news/130820244

Dobson, A. P. (2002). The dangers of US interventionism. Review of International
Studies, 28(3), 577-597. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210502005776

Doocy, S., Page, K. R., Hoz, F., Spiegel, P., & Beyrer, C. (2019). Venezuelan Migration
and the Border Health Crisis in Colombia and Brazil. Journal on Migration and

Human Security, 7(3), 79-91. https://doi.org/10.1177/2331502419860138

Diiben, B. A. (2020, July 1). “There is no Ukraine”: Fact-Checking the Kremlin’s Version
of Ukrainian History. LSE International History.
https://blogs.1se.ac.uk/lseih/2020/07/01/there-is-no-ukraine-fact-checking-the-

kremlins-version-of-ukrainian-history/

Ertanir, B., Cobb, C. L., Unger, J. B., Celada-Dalton, T., West, A. E., Zeledon, 1., Perazzo,
P. A., Cano, M. A., Des Rosiers, S. E., Duque, M. C., Ozer, S., Cruz, N., Scaramutti,
C., Vos, S. R., Salas-Wright, C. P., Maldonado-Molina, M. M., Nehme, L.,
Martinez, C. R., Zayas, L. H., & Schwartz, S. J. (2023). Crisis Migration Adverse
Childhood Events: A New Category of Youth Adversity for Crisis Migrant Children
and Adolescents. Research on Child and Adolescent Psychopathology, 51(12),
1871-1882. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-022-01016-x

Falk, R. (1992). Recycling Interventionism. Sage Publications, Ltd., 29(2), 129-134.

Falk, R. (1997). REGIONALISM AND WORLD ORDER AFTER THE COLD WAR. 5(1—
2).

Falk, R. (1999). The new Interventionism and the Third World. University of California

Press.

Farrell, M., Hettne, B., & Van Langenhove, L. (Eds.). (2005). Global politics of

regionalism: Theory and practice. Pluto Press.



83

Fawcett, L. (2012). The History and Concept of Regionalism. 2.

Friedman, E. J., Hochstetler, K., & Clark, A. M. (2022). Sovereign Limits and Regional
Opportunities for Global Civil Society in Latin America. Latin American Research

Review, 36(3), 7-35. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100019166

Fry, G. (2019). Reframing regional security in the post—-Cold War era. In Framing the

Islands: Power and Diplomatic Agency in Pacific Regionalism.

Fryc, M. (2016). From Wales to Warsaw and Beyond: NATQO’s Strategic Adaptation to
the Russian Resurgence on Europe’s Easter Flank. Connections: The Quarterly

Journal, 15(3), 45-65.

Gamble, A., & Payne, A. (1996). Regionalism and World Order (Vol. 29).
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/journal-of-latin-american-
studies/article/abs/andrew-gamble-and-anthony-payne-eds-regionalism-and-
world-order-basingstoke-macmillan-1996-pp-xi-282-4000-1299-
pb/BF38F01FADO007C3D46462550E7EF2698

Garcia, A. 1. L. (2008). The Myth of 9/11 in Latin America. Cornell International Affairs
Review, 2(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.37513/ciar.v2i1.340

Gautam, A. (2022). Russia’s evolving military strategy in response to NATO expansion:
Continuity and changes. [International Journal of Political Science and

Governance, 4(2), 12-20. https://doi.org/10.33545/26646021.2022.v4.i12a.170

Geerdink, G. C. (2010). Regional Economic Development: Games of Competition and
Cooperation. https://doi.org/10.3990/1.9789085706724

Geis, A., & Schroder, U. (2024). The Russian War Against Ukraine and Its Implications
for the Future of Liberal Interventionism. Politics and Governance, 12(0).

https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.7348

Gentile, M. (2015). West oriented in the East-oriented Donbas: A political stratigraphy
of geopolitical identity in Luhansk, Ukraine. Post-Soviet Affairs, 31(3), 201-223.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1060586X.2014.995410



84

Gerring, J., & Cojocaru, L. (2016). Selecting Cases for Intensive Analysis: A Diversity
of Goals and Methods. Sociological Methods & Research, 45(3), 392-423.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124116631692

Ginano, R. S., & Riyanto, S. (2022). RUSSIFICATION IN MODERN DAYS:
ANALYZING GEORGIA AND UKRAINE SEPARATISTS AS RUSSIA
STRATEGY AGAINST NATO’S EXPANSION. Dinamika Global : Jurnal llmu
Hubungan Internasional, 7(02), Article 02.
https://doi.org/10.36859/jdg.v7102.1171

Goldman, S. E. (1994). A Right of Intervention Based upon Impaired Sovereignty. Sage
Publications, Inc., 156(3), 124—129.

Gonzalez Balyk, L. (2022). La Solidaridad o la Soledad? Cooperation and Tensions in
the Regional State Response to the Venezuelan Migration Crisis. 16(3).
https://doi.org/10.26522/ssj.v1613.2723

Gorgen, A. (2023). Regional Integration in Latin America: States, Markets and
Organizations. Gaziantep University Journal of Social Sciences, 22(2), 579-5809.
https://doi.org/10.21547/jss.1200060

Government meeting. (2022, September 2). [News]. Russian Government Official

Website. http://government.ru/en/news/46427/

Graaf, T., & Colgan, J. D. (2017). Russian gas games or well-oiled conflict? Energy
security and the 2014 Ukraine crisis. Energy Research & Social Science, 24, 59—
64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.12.018

Greenwood, C. (1993). Is There a Right of Humanitarian Intervention? The World Today,
49(2), 34-40.

Grugel, J. (2004). New Regionalism and Modes of Governance—Comparing US and EU
Strategies in Latin America.

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1354066104047850



85

Gunawan, Y., Amrullah, A. M., & Fauzi, M. (2023). Discrimination On The Immigrants:
Migration Venezuelan To The Colombia. YURISDIKSI : Jurnal Wacana Hukum
Dan Sains, 18(4), Article 4. https://doi.org/10.55173/yurisdiksi.v18i4.88

Hancke, B. (2009). Constructing Case Studies and Comparisons. In Intelligent Research
Design.

Hanley, H. W. A., Kumar, D., & Durumeric, Z. (2023). ‘4 Special Operation’: A
Quantitative Approach to Dissecting and Comparing Different Media Ecosystems’
Coverage of the Russo-Ukrainian War (arXiv:2210.03016). arXiv.
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2210.03016

Harris, R. (2024, February 6). Why the US Is Reimposing Sanctions on Venezuela.
CounterPunch.Org. https://www.counterpunch.org/2024/02/06/why-the-us-is-

reimposing-sanctions-on-venezuela/

Harzl, B. (2012). Book Review: Russian Foreign Policy: The Return of Great Power
Politics. Review of Central and East FEuropean Law, 37(1), 147-150.
https://doi.org/10.1163/092598812X13274154886665

Harzl, B. (2015). Book Review: Frontline Ukraine: Crisis in the Borderlands. Review of
Central and East European Law, 40(2), 219-222.
https://doi.org/10.1163/15730352-04002006

Helmus, T. C., Bodine-Baron, E., Radin, A., Magnuson, M., Mendelsohn, J., Marcellino,
W., Bega, A., & Winkelman, Z. (2018). Russian Social Media Influence:
Understanding Russian Propaganda in Eastern Europe. RAND Corporation.
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2237.html

Helmus, T. C., Marcinek, K., Nething, J., Schlang, D., & Brown, R. A. (2021). Tweeting
Out Surveys to Pro-Ukraine Influencers: Exploring the Potential for Enlisting
Support in the Information Fight Against Russia. RAND Corporation.
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research _reports/RR4429 . html

Hendrickson, D. C. (2014). The New Interventionism. Center for the National Interest,
133, 53-58.



86

Heraclides, A., & Dialla, A. (2015a). Humanitarian intervention today. In Humanitarian

Intervention in the Long Nineteenth Century. Manchester University Press.

Heraclides, A., & Dialla, A. (2015b). Intervention and non-intervention in international

political theory.

Hettne, B. (1999). Globalization and the New Regionalism: The Second Great
Transformation. In B. Hettne, A. Inotai, & O. Sunkel (Eds.), Globalism and the New
Regionalism (pp. 1-24). Palgrave Macmillan UK. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-
349-27268-6 1

Hettne, B. (2002). The Europeanisation of Europe: Endogenous and Exogenous
Dimensions.  Journal of  European  Integration,  24(4), 325-340.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0703633022000038968

Hettne, B., & Soderbaum, F. (1998). The New Regionalism Approach.

Hitt, M. A., Ahlstrom, D., Dacin, M. T., Levitas, E., & Svobodina, L. (2004). The
Institutional Effects on Strategic Alliance Partner Selection in Transition
Economies: China vs. Russia. Organization Science, 15(2), 173-185.

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1030.0045

Hoffmann, C. (2019). Neo-Ottomanism, Eurasianism or securing the region? A longer
view on Turkey’s interventionism. Conflict, Security & Development, 19(3), 301—

307. https://doi.org/10.1080/14678802.2019.1608016

Hurrell, A. (2005). The Regional Dimension in International Relations Theory. In M.
Farrell, B. Hettne, & L. Van Langenhove (Eds.), Global Politics of Regionalism:
Theory and Practice. Pluto Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt18£s9d;

Jeronimo Kersh, D. (2020). ‘Gender, Neoliberalism, and the Venezuelan Migrant Crisis’:
Female Migrants’ Informal Labour and Access to Services in Urban Colombia.
Bulletin of Latin American Research, 40(5), 750-766.
https://doi.org/10.1111/blar.13207

Kardas, S. (2003). Humanitarian Intervention: A Conceptual Analysis.



87

Kavalski, E. (Ed.). (2009). China and the global politics of regionalization. Ashgate.

Kazharski, A. (2023). “To Whom the Sirens Wail.” Poland’s Post-2022 Geopolitical
Debates on Central and “Eastern Europe”. 49(2).
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/03043754231193612

Keating, M. (2011). Regions and regionalism. Regions and Cohesion, 1(1), 4-7.
https://doi.org/10.3167/reco.2011.010102

Keypour, J., & Hendla, I. (2019). The Annexation of Crimea: A Realist Look from the
Energy Resources Perspective. TalTech Journal of European Studies, 9(3), 148—
165. https://doi.org/10.1515/bjes-2019-0027

Kiesewetter, R., & Zielke, 1. (2016). Permanent Nato Deployment Is Not the Answer to
European Security. European View, 15(1), 37-45. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12290-
016-0392-8

Kioko, B. (2003). The right of intervention under the African Union’s Constitutive Act:

From non-interference to non-intervention. 85(852).

Kissinger, H. A. (2014). Opinion | How the Ukraine crisis ends. Washington Post.
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/henry-kissinger-to-settle-the-ukraine-
crisis-start-at-the-end/2014/03/05/46dad868-a496-11e3-8466-
d34c451760b9 _story.html

Kiacioglu, M. (2005). The principle of Non-intervention at the United Nations: The
Charter Framework and the Legal Debate.

Knott, E. (2022). Existential nationalism: Russia’s war against Ukraine.

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/nana.12878

Kornieiev, V., Ryabichev, V., & Glushkova, T. (2022). Fake News and Content
Manipulation Under Russian Information Aggression. Przeglqd Strategiczny, 15,

Article 15. https://doi.org/10.14746/ps.2022.1.12



88

Kulahina-Stadnichenko, H. (2023). WAR AND PEACE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE
THEORY OF «AMBIVALENCE OF THE SACRED». Grail of Science, 24,
Article 24. https://doi.org/10.36074/grail-of-science.17.02.2023.097

Kureci¢, P. (2017). The “New Cold Warriors” and the “Pragmatics”: The Differences in
Foreign Policy Attitudes towards Russia and the Eastern Partnership States among
the NATO Member States from Central and South-Eastern Europe. Croatian
International Relations Review, 23(80), 61-96. https://doi.org/10.1515/cirr-2017-
0021

Kuzio, T. (2019). Russian stereotypes and myths of Ukraine and Ukrainians and why
Novorossiya failed. Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 52(4), 297-309.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.postcomstud.2019.10.007

Lamy, P. (2002). Stepping Stones or Stumbling Blocks? The EU’s Approach Towards
the Problem of Multilateralism vs Regionalism in Trade Policy. The World
Economy, 25(10), 1399-1413. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9701.00498

Lerner-Kinglake, J. (2008). Book Review: Promoting Democracy in the Americas.
Bulletin of Latin American Research, 27(4), 579-580.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-9856.2008.00286 4.x

Lima, R. C. (2019). Strategic Communications as a tool for great power politics in
Venezuela. Defence Strategic Communications, 6(1), 89-122.
https://doi.org/10.30966/2018.riga.6.3.

Liu, P., & Wang, L. (2024). Navigating the Monroe Doctrine as a Law. Beijing Law
Review, 15(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.4236/blr.2024.151004

Lombaerde, P. D., S6derbaum, F., Van Langenhove, L., & Baert, F. (2010). The problem
of comparison in comparative regionalism. Review of International Studies, 36(3),

731-753. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210510000707

Long, T. (2020). Historical Antecedents and Post—World War II Regionalism in the
Americas. World Politics, 72(2), 214-253.



89

Lossovskyi, 1., & Prykhodko, I. (2022). EPISTEMOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF THE
RUSSIA-UKRAINE MODERN WAR. Strategic  Panorama, 25-34.
https://doi.org/10.53679/2616-9460.specialissue.2022.03

Lucatello, S., & Gémez, O. A. (2022). Understanding humanitarian localization in Latin
America—as local as possible: But how necessary? Journal of International

Humanitarian Action, 7(1), 12. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41018-022-00120-3

Macmillan, J. (2013). Intervention and the ordering of the modern world. Review of
International Studies, 39(5), 1039-1056.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210513000223

Makhortykh, M., Lyebyedyev, Y., & Kravtsov, D. (2020). Past Is Another Resource:
Remembering the 70th Anniversary of the Victory Day on LiveJournal.
Nationalities Papers, 49(2), 375-388. https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2019.64

Makkonen, T., & Mitze, T. (2023). Geopolitical conflicts, sanctions and international
knowledge flows: EU-Russia collaboration during the Ukraine crisis. The World

Economy, 46(10), 2926-2949. https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.13421

Maksymenko, 1., & Brusylovska, olga. (2022). Analysis of the media discourse on the
2022 war in Ukraine: The case of Russia. Regional Science Policy & Practice,

15(1),222-235. https://doi.org/10.1111/rsp3.12579

Malyarenko, T., & Wolff, S. (2018). The logic of competitive influence-seeking: Russia,
Ukraine, and the conflict in Donbas.

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1060586X.2018.1425083

Marsh, C. (2015). Book Review: Ukraine Crisis: What It Means for the West. Special
Operations Journal, 1(2), 128-129.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23296151.2015.1096692

Matsaberidze, D. (2015). Russia vs. EU/US through Georgia and Ukraine. Connections:
The Quarterly Journal, 14(2), 77-86.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11610/Connections.14.2.06



90

McGlynn, J. (2018). Historical framing of the Ukraine Crisis through the Great Patriotic
War: Performativity, cultural consciousness and shared remembering. Memory

Studies, 13(6), 1058—1080. https://doi.org/10.1177/1750698018800740

Miavania, S., & Arie, K. P. (2022). Nationalization and Foreign Direct Investment in
Venezuela in the Era of President Nicolas Maduro  Ramos.

https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/article/view/7003

Mijares, V. M. (2017). Soft Balancing the Titans: Venezuelan Foreign-Policy Strategy
Toward the United States, China, and Russia. Latin American Policy, 8(2), 201—
231. https://doi.org/10.1111/lamp.12128

Mikhail Mishustin. (2022, June 20). Mikhail Mishustin’s meeting with Prime Minister of
the Republic of Belarus Roman Golovchenko [Speech]. Mikhail Mishustin’s
meeting with Prime Minister of the Republic of Belarus Roman Golovchenko,

Eurosian Intergovernmental Council. http://government.ru/en/news/45773/

Miller, M. (2024, January 30). Venezuela: Sanctions Actions and Supporting Democracy
[Press Release]. United States Department of State.

https://www.state.gov/venezuela-sanctions-actions-and-supporting-democracy/
Monroe, J. (1823). The Monroe Doctrine [Doctrine].

Muno, W., & Brand, A. (2014). Farewell to leadership? Ideas of hegemony and counter-
hegemony in the Americas. 17(4).
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2233865914550728

Nankobe, V. M. (2021). Great Power Politics in Post-Cold War Period: The Ukraine
Crisis of 2014. European  Scientific  Journal, ESJ, 17(33), 1.
https://doi.org/10.19044/esj.2021.v17n33p1

Napang, M., Rohmann, S., & Nurhasanah, S. (2020). NATO AND RUSSIAN
POLITICAL POLICY ON EASTERN EUROPE. Journal of Strategic and Global
Studies, 3(2). https://doi.org/10.7454/jsgs.v312.1032



91

Nolte, D. (2014). Latin America’s New Regional Architecture: A Cooperative or
Segmented Regional Governance Complex? (SSRN Scholarly Paper 2494843).
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2494843

OAS. (2024). OAS General Secretariat Rejects Ruling Issued by Venezuela’s Supreme
Court [Press Release]. OAS - Organization of American States.

https://www.oas.org/en/media_center/press_release.asp?sCodigo=E-056/24

OECD. (nd.). Regional Development Policy—OECD.

https://www.oecd.org/regional/regionaldevelopment.htm

OHCHR in Venezuela. (n.d.). OHCHR. Retrieved 23 August 2024, from

https://www.ohchr.org/en/countries/venezuela/our-presence

Oliver, T. J. (2015). Interventionism by Design or Failure: The Coalition and
Humanitarian Intervention. The Political Quarterly, 86(1), 110-117.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-923X.12141

Olsson, C. (2015). Interventionism as Practice: On ‘Ordinary Transgressions’ and their
Routinization. Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, 9(4), 425-441.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17502977.2015.1089664

Omar, M. H., & Zulkifli, N. (2021). The Implementation of Responsibility to Protect
(R2P) in Conflict Zones. SINERGI : Journal of Strategic Studies & International
Affairs, 1(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.17576/sinergi.0101.2021.08

Onuch, O., & Hale, H. E. (2018). Capturing ethnicity: The case of Ukraine. Post-Soviet
Affairs, 34(2-3), 84—106. https://doi.org/10.1080/1060586X.2018.1452247

Ortega Ramirez, A. S. (2021). Book Review: Latino Politics. Latin American Policy,
12(2), 603—605. https://doi.org/10.1111/lamp.12222

Oxford English Dictionary. (ed.). Oxford English Dictionary. https://www.oed.com/



92

Padgett, S. (2012). Multilateral institutions, accession conditionality and rule transfer in
the European Union: The Energy Community in South East Europe. Journal of
Public Policy, 32(3), 261-282. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X12000086

Papadakis, K., & Spyrakou, V. (2022). The Influence and Implications of the Ukrainian
Crisis on European Regional Security. HAPSc Policy Briefs Series, 3(2), Article 2.
https://doi.org/10.12681/hapscpbs.33798

Paula, L. F., Ferrari-Filho, F., & Gomes, A. M. (2013). Capital Flows, International
Imbalances and Economic Policies in Latin America. In P. Arestis & M. Sawyer

(Eds.), Economic Policies, Governance and the New Economics (pp. 209-248).
Palgrave Macmillan UK. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137023513 6

Perera, C., Aldamman, K., Hansen, M., Haahr-Pedersen, 1., Caballero-Bernal, J., Caldas-
Castafieda, O. N., Chaparro-Plata, Y., Dinesen, C., Wiedemann, N., & Valli¢res, F.
(2022). A brief psychological intervention for improving the mental health of
Venezuelan migrants and refugees: A mixed-methods study. SSM - Mental Health,
2, 1001009. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmmh.2022.100109

Petersen, M., & Schulz, C.-A. (2018). Setting the Regional Agenda: A Critique of
Posthegemonic Regionalism. Latin American Politics and Society, 60(1), 102—127.
https://doi.org/10.1017/1ap.2017.4

Petrova, T. (2015). Diffusion and the Production of Eastern Europe. East European
Politics and Societies, 29(2), 487-503. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325415570965

Pietrosemoli, L., & Rodriguez-Monroy, C. (2019). The Venezuelan energy crisis:
Renewable energies in the transition towards sustainability. Renewable and
Sustainable Energy Reviews, 105, 415-426.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2019.02.014

Pirro, A. L. P. (2013). Populist Radical Right Parties in Central and Eastern Europe: The
Different Context and Issues of the Prophets of the Patria. Govermment and

Opposition, 49(4), 600—629. https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2013.32



93

Pisciotta, B. (2019). Russian revisionism in the Putin era: An overview of post-
communist military interventions in Georgia, Ukraine, and Syria. ltalian Political
Science Review / Rivista Italiana Di Scienza Politica, 50(1), 87-106.
https://doi.org/10.1017/ip0.2019.18

Platonova, D. (2018). Book Review: Putin’s War Against Ukraine. Revolution,
Nationalism, and  Crime. FEurope-Asia  Studies, 70(3), 488-489.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2018.1455473

Pupcenoks, J., & Seltzer, E. J. (2020). Russian Strategic Narratives on R2P in the ‘Near
Abroad’. Nationalities Papers, 49(4), 757-7175.
https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2020.54

Putin, V. (2014, March 21). Address by President of the Russian Federation (21.03.2014)
[Speech]. Address by President of the Russian Federation, The Kremlin, Moscow.
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/20603

Putin, V. (2022a, February 24). Address by the President of the Russian Federation
(24.02.2022) [Speech]. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/67843

Putin, V. (2022b, February 25). Address by the President of the Russian Federation
(25.02.2022) [Speech]. Address by the President of the Russian Federation, The

Kremlin, Moscow. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/67843

Rached, G. (2019). Chapter 3 BRICS and the emergent countries in the twenty- first

century: Discussing contemporary perspectives.

Raynova, D. (2017). Towards a Common Understanding of the Nonlntervention
Principle (pp. 6-24) [Post-Workshop Report].
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14782804.2014.1001823

Reus-Smit, C. (2013). The concept of intervention. Review of International Studies,

39(5), 1057-1076. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210513000296



94

Rieker, P., & Gjerde, K. L. (2016). The EU, Russia and the potential for dialogue —
different readings of the crisis in Ukraine. European Security, 25(3), 304-325.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2016.1186013

Roberts, A. (2000). The So-called ‘Right’ of Humanitarian Intervention. Yearbook of
International Humanitarian Law, 3, 3-51.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S138913590000057X

Rose, D. D. (2008). Interventions to reduce household food insecurity: A synthesis of
current concepts and approaches for Latin America. Revista de Nutri¢cdo, 21, 159s—

173s. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1415-52732008000700014

Ruszel, M. (2019). Natural gas supplies as an instrument of geopolitical conflict between
the Russian Federation and Ukraine. Polityka Energetyczna — Energy Policy
Journal, 22(2), 33-46. https://doi.org/10.33223/epj/109796

San-Akca, B., Sever, S. D., & Yilmaz, S. (2020). Does natural gas fuel civil war?
Rethinking energy security, international relations, and fossil-fuel conflict. Energy

Research & Social Science, 70, 101690. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101690

Sazhniev, M., & Sutkowska, J. (2020). Russian culture and management of meaning in
introduction of political influence in Ukraine. Journal of International Studies,

13(1), 310-323. https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-8330.2020/13-1/20

Seelke, C. R. (2024). Venezuela: Overview of U.S. Sanctions Policy (IF10715).

Congressional Research Service (CRS). https://crsreports.congress.gov/
Sellers, M. N. S. (2014). Intervention under International Law. 29.

Sexton, J. (2023). The Monroe Doctrine in an Age of Global History. Diplomatic History,
47(5), 845-870. https://doi.org/10.1093/dh/dhad043

Smith, N. R. (2015). The EU and Russia’s conflicting regime preferences in Ukraine:
Assessing regime promotion strategies in the scope of the Ukraine crisis. 24(4).

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09662839.2015.1027768



95

Snyder, T. (2022). The War in Ukraine Is a Colonial War. The New Yorker.

https://www.newyorker.com/news/essay/the-war-in-ukraine-is-a-colonial-war

Soderbaum, F. (2003). Introduction: Theories of New Regionalism. In Theories of New
Regionalism (pp- 1-21). Palgrave Macmillan UK.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259702828 Introduction Theories of

New_Regionalism

Soderbaum, F. (2009). Comparative Regional Integration and Regionalism. In T.
Landman & N. Robinson (Eds.), SAGE Handbook of Comparative Politics.
https://www.academia.edu/5754314/Comparative Regional Integration and Reg

ionalism

Séderbaum, F. (2015). Early, Old, New and Comparative Regionalism: The Scholarly
Development of the Field. Kolleg-Forschergruppe “The Transformative Power of
Europe”.

Soderbaum, F., & Shaw, T. M. (Eds.). (2003). Theories of New Regionalism. Palgrave
Macmillan UK. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781403938794

Sputnik. (2023). Putin Says NATO Countries Indirectly Involved in Ukraine’s Crimes
Against Civilians. Sputnik International. https://sputnikglobe.com/20230226/putin-
says-nato-countries-indirectly-involved-in-ukraines-crimes-against-civilians-

1107821260.html

S.Res.44 - 117th Congress (2021-2022): A Resolution Denouncing the Maduro Regime’s
Fraudulent Legislative Elections, the Absence of Acceptable Conditions to Ensure
Free, Fair, and Transparent Electoral Processes in Venezuela, and the Further
Erosion of Venezuelan Democracy., S.Res.44 (2021).

https://www.congress.gov/bill/117th-congress/senate-resolution/44

Stuenkel, O. (2017). How South America Let Venezuela Down. Insight Turkey, 19(4),
55-65. https://doi.org/10.25253/99.2017194.04

Summers, K., Crist, J., & Streitwieser, B. (2022). Education as an Opportunity for

Integration: Assessing Colombia, Peru, and Chile’s Educational Responses to the



96

Venezuelan Migration Crisis. Journal on Migration and Human Security, 10(2),

95—112. https://doi.org/10.1177/23315024221085189

Tardy, T. (2020). The risks of NATO’s maladaptation. European Security, 30(1), 24—42.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2020.1799786

The Concept of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation. (2023, March 31). The
Ministry of  Foreign Affairs of  the Russian Federation.
https://mid.ru/en/foreign policy/fundamental documents/1860586/

The Contras: How U.S. got entangled. (1985). CIA; General CIA Records.
https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/document/cia-rdp90-00965r000504130057-0

The Government approves the list of unfriendly countries and territories. (2022, March
7). [Government Decisions]. Russian Government Official Website.

http://government.ru/en/docs/44745/

The White House, T. W. (2024, March 5). Press Release: Notice on the Continuation of
the National Emergency With Respect to Venezuela. The White House.
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-actions/2024/03/05/press-
release-notice-on-the-continuation-of-the-national-emergency-with-respect-to-

venezuela/

Thoene, U., Garcia Alonso, R., Davila Benavides, D. E., Roa Sanchez, P. A., & Cuestas
Zamora, E. (2023). Russia in Latin America: Why support Venezuela in a crisis?
International Social Science Journal, 73(248), 627-639.
https://doi.org/10.1111/issj.12424

UN. (1945). Charter of the United Nations and Statute of the International Court of

Justice.

UNGA. (2014). Resolution A-RES-68-262: Territorial Integrity of Ukraine (UNGA
Resolution A-RES-68-262). United Nations.



97

UNGA. (2016). Resolution A-RES-71-205: Situation of human rights in the Autonomous
Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol (Ukraine) (UNGA Resolution A-
RES-71-205). United Nations.

UNGA. (2018). Resolution A-RES-73-194: Problem of the militarization of the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol, Ukraine, as well as
parts of the Black Sea and the Sea of Azov (UNGA Resolution A-RES-73-194).
United Nations.

UNGA. (2019). Resolution A-RES-74-17: Problem of the militarization of the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol, Ukraine, as well as
parts of the Black Sea and the Sea of Azov (UNGA Resolution A-RES-74-17).
United Nations.

UNGA. (2020). Resolution A-RES-75-29: Problem of the militarization of the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol, Ukraine, as well as
parts of the Black Sea and the Sea of Azov (UNGA Resolution A-RES-75-29).
United Nations.

UNGA. (2022). Resolution A-RES-ES-11-1: Aggression against Ukraine (UNGA
Resolution A-RES-ES-11-1). United Nations.

United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights. (2023). Situation of human rights
in the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela (UN Annual Report of the UNHCHR
A/HRC/53/54). United Nations General Assembly Human Rights Council.

United Nations Security Council. (2019). S/2019/186: US Draft Resolution on Venezuela
[UNSC Report]. UNSC. https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/un-
documents/document/s2019186.php

United States Congress. (2022). Venezuela: Background and U.S. Relations.

United States Mission to the United Nations. (2019, February 26). Remarks at a UN
Security Council Briefing on Venezuela [Briefings and Remarks]. United States
Mission to the United Nations. https://usun.usmission.gov/remarks-at-a-un-

security-council-briefing-on-venezuela/



98

United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement. (n.d.). United States Trade Representative.
Retrieved 24 September 2024, from https://ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-

agreements/united-states-mexico-canada-agreement

UNSC. (2014). United Nations Security Council 79th year 7138th Meeting (Meeting
Report SPV.7138). United Nations.

UNSC. (2022a). United Nations Security Council 77th year 8979th meeting (Meeting
Report SPV.8979). United Nations.

UNSC. (2022b). United Nations Security Council 8980th meeting (SPV.8980). United

Nations.

US Department of State. (2018). 2018 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices:
Venezuela. https://www.state.gov/reports/2018-country-reports-on-human-rights-

practices/venezuela/

US Department of State. (2019). Country Reports on Terrorism 2019: Venezuela.

https://www.state.gov/reports/country-reports-on-terrorism-2019/venezuela/

US Department of State. (2023). 2023 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices:
Venezuela [Country Report]. https://www.state.gov/reports/2023-country-reports-

on-human-rights-practices/venezuela/

US Department of State. (n.d). Venezuela: US-Venezuela Relations. United States

Department of State. https://www.state.gov/countries-areas/venezuela/

Vassily Nebenzia. (2024, April 11). Statement by Permanent Representative Vassily
Nebenzia at UNSC briefing on Ukraine. UNSC briefing on Ukraine.
https://russiaun.ru/en/news/2110424

Vélez-Vélez, R. (2011). Anti-American Resistance in Latin America: An Issue of
Sovereignty, Militarization, and Neoliberalism. Sociology Compass, 5(8), 696—711.
https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1751-9020.2011.00398.x



99

Venezuela-Related Sanctions: Executive Orders. (n.d.). [Executive Orders]. Retrieved 19

August 2024, from https://www.state.gov/venezuela-related-sanctions/

Views of the Chilean Army Commander in Chief on Possible Military Intervention in his
country. (1973). The National Archives and Records Administration (NARA);
Richard Nixon Presidential Library.

Virag, A. (2018). The TurkStream Pipeline in Light of the Security of Demand for
Russian Gas. European Scientific Journal, ESJ, 14(29), Article 29.
https://doi.org/10.19044/esj.2018.v14n29p16

Voytyuk, O. (2022). The Baltic Pipe and its impact on energy security in Central and
Eastern Europe. Polityka Energetyczna — Energy Policy Journal, 25(1), 89—-108.
https://doi.org/10.33223/epj/145554

Wallander, C. A. (2003). Institutional Assets and Adaptability: NATO After the Cold
War. International Organization, 54(4), 705-735.
https://doi.org/10.1162/002081800551343

Walsch, C. (2018). An East-West Divide in the European Union? The Visegrad Four
States in Search of the Historical Self in National Discourses on European
Integration. Politics in Central Europe, 14(2), 181-191.
https://doi.org/10.2478/pce-2018-0015

Weiffen, B. (2020). Stress factors and their impact on regionalism. In D. Nolte & B.
Weiffen (Eds.), Regionalism Under Stress: Europe and Latin America in

Comparative Perspective. Routledge.

Westwood, S., & Cole, D. (2019). Trump says use of military force in Venezuela is still
on the table. CNN Politics. https://edition.cnn.com/2019/02/03/politics/trump-

nicolas-maduro-military-force/index.html

Wheeler, N. J. (2000). Saving Strangers—Humanitarian Interventions in International

Society. Oxford University Press.



100

Wolczuk, K. (2016). Full article: Managing the flows of gas and rules: Ukraine between
the EU and Russia.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/15387216.2016.1174072

Wolff, A. T. (2015). The future of NATO enlargement after the Ukraine crisis.
International Affairs, 91(5), 1103—1121. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2346.12400

Wright, Q. (1957). The Legality of Intervention Under the United Nations Charter.
Proceedings of the American Society of International Law at Its Annual Meeting,

51, 79-90. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272503700019534

Youngs, R. (2002). The European Union and Democracy in Latin America. Latin
American Politics and Society, 44(3), 111-139.

Zhang, C., & Zhou, T. (2023). Russia’s strategic communication during the Ukraine crisis
(2013-2014): Victims, hypocrites, and radicals. Discourse & Communication,

17(6), 784-810. https://doi.org/10.1177/17504813231173118



