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Despite rather complex attitudes to the conflict 
expressed by different states, it is possible to 
break them down into clusters based on similar 
responses. Our analysis has established five such 
groups2.

There are four states with the same position as 
Russia’s, thus falling into the same group. These 
are Belarus, Syria, North Korea and Eritrea. All 
of them  voted in solidarity with Russia on draft 
resolutions A/ES-11/L.1, A/ES-11/L.2, A/ES-
11/L.3 in the UN General Assembly (UNGA). 

The group of states, which we refer to as 
«Sympathetic with Russia», proves to be quite 
large. These countries understand Russia’s 
concerns but have not been proactive. This means 
that they all abstained from voting on the anti-
Russian draft resolutions in the UNGA – A/ES-
11/L.1, A/ES-11/L.2 and A/ES-11/L.5 – and 
mostly supported the draft resolution A/ES-
11/L.3, which was introduced by South Africa 
and blocked by Western countries. 

Members of this group neither uphold 
sanctions against Russia nor – quite importantly 
for Moscow – provide military support to 
Ukraine. In addition, their public opinion is 
sceptical of the Western states’ actions. There 
are 44 states in this group, including such major 
players as China and India, as well as three 
significant middle powers – Iran, Pakistan, and 
South Africa.

The most numerous group is that of neutral 
states. These countries mainly voted on draft 

resolutions A/ES-11/L.1, A/ES-11/L.2 and A/
ES-11/L.5 against Russia and abstained from 
voting on the draft resolution A/ES-11/L.3. 
Nonetheless, they do not support sanctions 
against Russia (though some of them are 
vulnerable to secondary sanctions and therefore 
may comply with them under Western pressure). 
In these countries, as a rule, there is no clear anti-
Russian sentiment. In total, there are 96 states in 
this group, including significant middle powers 
such as Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, Israel, Indonesia, 
Mexico, Nigeria, and Saudi Arabia.

48 countries have expressed an anti-Russian 
position – the «collective West». However, this 
group breaks into two distinct subgroups. 

The «Hardline West» – the states that voted on 
key UNGA resolutions against Russia, imposed 
sanctions, supplied weapons to Ukraine and 
nurtured anti-Russian public sentiment. There 
are 28 states in this group, including a superpower 
(the U.S.), significant great powers (Germany, 
France, United Kingdom) as well as middle (Italy, 
Australia, Canada) and small ones (Poland).

The «Moderate West» – the states that voted 
on key UNGA resolutions and sent military 
supplies to Ukraine (mostly non-lethal3), yet 
refrained from imposing sanctions on Moscow 
or introduced them on a much smaller scale 
than the «Hardline West». The latter, however, 
does not apply to EU member states that pursue 
a coordinated sanctions policy. People of 
countries, whose establishment is less committed 

Ukrainian Crisis  
and Key Attitude Groups

The conflict in Ukraine poses a serious challenge for the global system. The United States and its 
allies have undertaken extraordinary efforts to organize an international campaign to discredit, berate 
and demonize Russia, trying to expose it as an outlaw.

At the official level, the global West claims that Russia is facing widespread international 
condemnation and isolation, despite some voices in the West disputing it1. Objectively speaking, 
there is a divergence of views. Still, this divergence has a systemic character, which is important for 
understanding the modern world and its transformation.
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to confronting Russia, are less supportive of 
tougher sanctions. There are 20 states in this 
group, including significant middle powers, such 
as Turkey, South Korea and Japan.

Importantly, the nine nuclear powers have 
each taken quite a clear stance on the matter – 
except for the covert nuclear power, Israel, which 
falls into the group of «neutral states». Those 
openly possessing nuclear weapons appear to 
have made up their mind. Three Western nuclear 
powers – the U.S., the UK and France – maintain 
anti-Russian positions. Three Eastern nuclear 
powers – China, India and Pakistan – are in 
the group «Sympathetic with Russia». Another 
one, North Korea, has openly backed Russia. 
Apparently, regardless of other parameters of 
power, the nuclear status itself, at least for those 
who openly claim it, contributes to a country’s 
readiness to take a pronounced stance rather 
than to sit on the sidelines.

It should be noted that the identified groups 
are by no means monolithic. The sympathizers 
prefer to take individual action rather than 
express and defend their views as a group. The 
same applies to the neutral states. Only the 
collective West is positioning itself as a bloc, 
although being divided into two subgroups.

Such U.S. allies as South Korea, Japan, New 
Zealand, Hungary, Turkey, and Greece seem 
reluctant to move to the forefront of the anti-
Russian campaign. Others, like Thailand and 
Latin American countries, avoid supporting 
Ukraine outside of purely symbolic gestures that 
do not jeopardize their relations with Moscow.

Upon closer examination, cracks within the 
ostensibly consolidated «Hardline West» group 
are clearly visible. Some states, including Italy, 
France and Austria only marginally belong to 
this category, and are somewhat likely to shift 
to the «Moderate West» group in the future. 
Additionally, the aggressive core of the group, 
which clearly stands out, is small in number and 
includes only the UK, the Baltic states, Poland, 
and Finland. Its expansion is almost impossible, 
and this aggressive core is likely to alienate 
others, nudging them towards a more moderate 
stance.

Amid the Ukrainian crisis, the West is 
witnessing the breakdown of the institution of 
neutrality. Once prime examples of European 
neutrality, Finland and Sweden have now 
aligned with NATO. Ireland, Austria, and 
Switzerland are being gradually dragged into 
the anti-Russian camp. 

Seemingly, the phenomenon of European 
neutrality could only exist in a Western-
centric world, since it was a product of the two 
World Wars of the 20th century and played an 
important role during the Cold War. 

One cannot help but notice a significant 
ambiguity. On the one hand, there is a 
widespread formal condemnation of Russia: 
states voted for resolutions labelling Russia as an 

Figure 1. Attitudes and policies on the conflict in Ukraine: map of cluster analysis results

Source: prepared by the authors.

Membership in America’s alliances, 
while helping to organize common 
anti-Russian actions, is not entirely 
determinative.
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aggressor. Yet, on the other hand, their actions 
clearly demonstrate that they do not treat Russia 
as one. The prevalent view in the West is that the 
majority of the developing states, both major and 
small, are significantly dependent on the global 
economic situation, and so they cannot afford to 
take any decisive action. Meanwhile, the West 
also does not provide any guarantees that their 
practical inte rests will not be affected. From the 
Russian standpoint, the situation looks different: 
the United States has framed the international 
discus sion around the Ukrainian crisis in a 
way that forced many countries to «sign up» 
to the anti-Russian rhetoric, which they do not 
genuinely share. And while they have publicly 

succumbed to Washington’s pressure, they are 
certainly unwilling to make bets on something 
they don’t truly believe in. 

It seems that the aforementioned Western 
view is largely built on the typical aspiration 
of the West to pass off its views as universal. 
Russia, however, has rightly pointed out 
the unprecedented nature of the anti-
Russian campaign, which many felt pressured to 
join. 

As matters stand, the key issue is not that 
many countries hardly practice what they 
preach, but rather that many countries are 
required to take a united stand in the unfolding 
international confrontation spearheaded by the 
leading world powers. And yet, this is objectively 
impossible since they do not view the crisis 
as one but rather as two conflicts, and have 
two separate positions on each of them. In the 
current international context their positions are 
perceived as inconsistent, although they have 
two different stances on different dimensions of 
the conflict, and each of them is consistent in its 
own way.

Figure 2. Attitudes and policies on the conflict in Ukraine: diagram of cluster analysis results*

* the size of the clusters represent their cumulative capabilities measured as their share  
in world GDP (PPP), global defence spending (also PPP-adjusted) and population

Source: prepared by the authors.

In today’s rapidly growing, polycentric 
world, it is rather non-Western countries 
that take genuinely neutral stances, while 
former European neutrals clearly lack 
capabilities and will to do so. 
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Russia-Ukraine Conflict: 
A Regional Perspective

The UNGA vote on the draft resolution 
“Aggression against Ukraine” (A/ES-11/L.1) 
was presented by its sponsors as a way for 
states to express their attitude towards the 
Russian-Ukrainian conflict. The resolution was 
structured around the key idea of condemning 
Russia and supporting Ukraine as a sovereign 
state. The resolution portrayed the conflict as 
a confrontation between two countries, one 
of which was an aggressor. It listed potential 
negative consequences of the Special Military 
Operation and emphasized the need for a 
swift end to the conflict. The resolution was 

supported by 141 states, 47 abstained or did 
not vote and 5 voted against (see Fig. 3).

The vote fuelled an anti-Russian information 
campaign, framed as if almost the entire world 
was against Russia and those who were not yet 
on the side of the West would shortly change 
allegiances. The resolution A/ES-11/L.2, 
which focused on “Russian aggression” and its 
“humanitarian consequences”, was expected to 
convince waverers to join the anti-Russian side. 
Presumably, the collective West tried to force 
those hesitant to vote for the draft resolution 
A/ES-11/L.1 by introducing humanitarian 

Source: prepared by the authors on the basis of United Nations voting data.

Figure 3. Results of a UN vote on Draft Resolution A/ES-11/L.1 

“Aggression against Ukraine”

Figure 4. Results of a UN vote on Draft Resolution A/ES-11/L.2  

“Humanitarian consequences of the aggression against Ukraine”

Source: prepared by the authors on the basis of United Nations voting data.
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clauses to the new draft resolution (A/ES-
11/L.2). 

However, the voting results on the draft 
resolution A/ES-11/L.2 (see Fig. 4) turned 
out to be nearly the same as for the draft 
resolution A/ES-11/1. Moreover, South Africa 
soon introduced its own draft resolution, 
where concerns over humanitarian aspects 
of the Ukrainian crisis were not coupled with 
condemnation of Russia as an aggressor. 
Many of those who voted for the two previous 
resolutions turned out ready to vote for that 
option as well (see Fig. 5). Most importantly, 
almost all the countries that had abstained 
during the two previous resolutions proved 
willing to vote for the South African 
document.

Draft Resolution A/ES-11/L.3 revealed 
that a significant part of the non-Western 
world is able to draw a line between expressing 

concern over the Ukrainian conflict and 
recognizing Russia as an aggressor, fully 
responsible for the conflict. 

Given the aforementioned sentiment in 
the non-Western world, it was not easy for 
the West to raise broad support for the draft 
resolution A/ES-11/L.5, condemning Russian 
actions in regards to the referendums in the 
regions of Donetsk, Luhansk, Zaporozhye 
and Kherson. This resolution was eventually 
passed with 143 votes, but Russian diplomats 
claim that it was made possible due to the 
overwhelming pressure exerted on non-
Western delegations. With the intention 
to prevent possible repercussions for those 
who would dare to disagree with the draft 
resolution, Russia had advocated for a 
secret vote on A/ES-11/L.5, but the idea 
encountered strong opposition from Western 
diplomats. Though the resolution gained 

Source: prepared by the authors on the basis of United Nations voting data.

Source: prepared by the authors on the basis of United Nations voting data.

Figure 5. Results of a UN vote on Draft Resolution A/ES-11/L.3  

“Humanitarian situation emanating out of the conflict in Ukraine”

Figure 6. Results of a UN vote on Draft Resolution A/ES-11/L.5  

“Territorial integrity of Ukraine: defending the principles of the Charter of the United Nations”
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* the colour of a column corresponds with the cluster a country belongs to (see fig. 1).

Source: prepared by the authors on the basis of Eurobarometer data.

Figure 7. Difference between the percentage of respondents who  

“feel sympathy towards Ukrainians” and those who believe that  

“Russian authorities are responsible first and foremost  

for the current situation”*

such broad support, it did not change much 
the cluster analysis, presented earlier in the 
text. With this last resolution included in 
the model, only six states flipped from one 
group to another. Five states, which would 
have been in the category «Sympathetic 
with Russia» (Bangladesh, Botswana, Brunei 
Darussalam, Iraq, Somalia) if the draft 
resolution A/ES-11/L.5 was not included 
in the analysis, fall in the neutral cluster in 
case this last resolution is taken into account 
during the analysis, and one country (South 
Sudan) otherwise neutral after voting on the 
draft resolution A/ES-11/L.5 flipped to the 
cluster «Sympathetic with Russia». Notably, 
the clusters of «Hardline West» and even 
«Moderate West» stayed unchanged.

The international community predominantly 
disapproves of the conflict. Interactions with 
non-Western experts allow us to conclude that 
this assessment stems from the widespread 
idea of a “big” power having attacked a “small” 
one – which is to be received with scepticism 
considering that the Ukrainian army is one of 
the largest in Europe and has been provided 
with Western military assistance for years. 
However, the negative attitudes towards the 

conflict within this framework are further 
reinforced by another common interpretation, 
in which “Russia’s current behaviour is no 
different from America’s”. The narrative 
that by its unceremonious and often forceful 
actions, the West destroyed the international 
legal foundations of the world order, with 
Moscow now having no choice but to use force, 
is largely present in Russia’s official discourse 
and expert analysis. However, while for the 
non-Western world such narrative does justify 
the actions of Russia (“If the West is allowed 
to do that, then why isn’t Russia?”), it also 
gives rise to sentiment that goes, “As if the 
unceremonious and aggressive actions of the 
U.S. weren’t enough, now Russia is doing the 
same!” This doesn’t sit well with the majority 
of the non-Western global community. It 
should be noted that many countries formed 
a negative view of the events in Ukraine in 
the beginning of the hostilities, which shows 
that the above-mentioned sentiment is based 
on their original interpretations rather than 
the repercussions for the global economy. The 
latter did not emerge until several weeks later, 
cementing the already established negative 
attitude towards the conflict. This suggests 
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that the response to the conflict on the part 
of non-Western countries is rather a matter 
of principle than a reflection of practical 
considerations.

Generally speaking, a significant part of the 
non-Western world is against the conflict and 
hopes for it to end as soon as possible. Since 
Russia is an active party to the conflict, this 
negative attitude is projected onto Russia’s 
own actions.

To make an important distinction, the negative 
attitude towards the conflict and Russia’s actions 
is by no means equivalent to blaming Moscow 
for starting the conflict. Western attempts 
to force this equivalence via a powerful anti-
Russian campaign have indeed yielded some 
results in Western countries. In the U.S. and 
many European states, especially in the Baltic 
Rim, Poland, Sweden and Finland, public views 
revolve around sympathizing with Ukrainians 
and putting responsibility on Russia4. Yet even 
in the EU, public opinion in several states is not 
as clear-cut, since people generally differentiate 
between sympathy for Ukrainians and putting 
the blame entirely on Russia (Cyprus, Malta, 
Greece, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, 
Bulgaria, Slovenia, Luxembourg, see Fig. 7).

Non-Western countries are even less inclined 
to equate sympathy for Ukrainians to blaming 

Russia. According to available polls conducted 
in large cities, 91% of Indians and 71% of 
Chinese5 sympathize with the victims of the 
conflict, while 61% of respondents in India6 and 
only 10% in China7 consider Russia responsible 
for the conflict. Polls in North Africa and the 
Middle East show that 66% do not have a 
clearly defined position on the Russia-Ukraine 
conflict8, and only 18% of respondents express 
support for Ukraine9.

It may therefore be concluded that the 
propaganda campaign to link disapproval 
of the Ukrainian conflict, expressed by the 
majority of the global community, and 
Russia’s responsibility for the conflict has 
mainly been successful in the collective West, 
albeit with the above-stated exceptions, but 
mostly failed in the non-Western world. At the 
same time, during the first couple of weeks 
of the conflict, Western diplomats were able 
to use two UNGA resolutions to impose the 
idea that the conflict and responsibility for 
it were inherently linked. Nonetheless, the 
resolution proposed by South Africa showed 
that a significant part of the international 
community would prefer not to equate one to 
the other. This seems to be exactly the factor 
that drove the collective West to block its 
adoption, with a paltry 66 votes.
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A Global Conflict  
Between the West and Russia

Western sanctions, imposed on Russia, 
unprecedented as they are in scope, pursue 
goals that go far beyond the Ukrainian crisis10. 
They seek to punish Russia “for its behaviour” 
and support the Western-centric “rules-based 
world order”. Amidst the regional geopolitical 
crisis around Ukraine, the collective West 
has launched an all-out geoeconomic war on 
Russia, hoping to draw in the entire world 
community.

Western countries view the global and 
regional dimensions of the Ukrainian conflict 
as inseparable. Western politicians see the 
crisis as a global confrontation comparable 
to “World War II and the fall of the Berlin 
Wall”11. This position is also echoed by the 
public opinion in the West. About 80% of the 
Europeans and Americans surveyed approve 
of sanctions against Russia12. Notably, citizens 
of Western countries want to punish Russia 
more than they want to help Ukraine, with 
67% of Europeans13 and 72% of Americans14 
being in favour of arms supplies to Ukraine. 
Americans believe that if Russian actions 
are left unpunished, it will set a dangerous 
precedent for others, which might encourage 
China to seize Taiwan by force15.

Nevertheless, only 46 countries have 
imposed sanctions on Russia (see Fig. 8), 
which is a third of those who had voted in favor 

of the above-mentioned anti-Russian UNGA 
resolutions.

In trying to explain why the non-Western 
world refrained from imposing sanctions 
against Russia, Western politicians and 
experts usually argue that many developing 
countries largely depend on the global 
economic environment, which is why they 
are inclined to avoid ambiguous situations, 
instability and uncertainty. As a result, the 
West complains that the non-West has been 
too indecisive. This perception leads to 
calls for Western governments to provide 
developing countries with more “carrots” to 
make their involvement in the sanctions war 
with Russia less painful16.

However, there is a reason to believe 
otherwise. Non-Western countries have 
eagerly enjoyed the benefits of globalization 
and seek to continue to do so. Therefore, 
Western countries’ threats of “disconnecting” 
a country as large as Russia from globalization 
are perceived as “disturbing” at the very 
least. Non-Western countries are hoping 
the West will come to its senses and avoid 
using “globalization as a weapon”, in the apt 
expression of the Chinese Foreign Ministry, 
keeping it instead for the common good17.

However, the Western insistence on 
unleashing a major geoeconomic war on 

Figure 8. Sanctions against Russia in 2022

Source: prepared by the authors.
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Russia only confirms non-Western countries’ 
long-standing fears of a fatal injustice of the 
political superstructure built over economic 
globalization. The West created this political 
superstructure for its own benefit, precluding 
any fair and equal use of it. For non-Western 
countries, this means one thing: the West has 
tied economic development to political loyalty. 
It would be absurd to expect the non-West to 
voluntarily support this paradigm, as well as 
the philosophy behind it.

There is reason to believe that non-Western 
countries are aware of the inherent injustices in 
the stance of the West in its global conflict with 
Russia and have little support for the former (and 
not for practical reasons). Yet they are similarly 
concerned about the regional dimension of 
the Ukrainian conflict, as well as Russian 

actions within it, as previously discussed. An 
important way of demonstrating one’s position 
on the global conflict between Russia and the 
West is deciding whether to embrace Western 
sanctions. So far, most non-Western countries 
view the sanctions negatively. 

The anti-sanction stand of the government 
dovetails with popular attitudes in the non-
Western countries. Only 41% and 15% of 
respondents in India and China support 
sanctions18. In major South American countries, 
a similar sentiment has gained momentum: 
in Brazil, Argentina and Peru, the sanctions 
are supported by 48%, 36% and 33% of 
respondents, respectively19. In the Middle East 
and Africa, support for the sanctions is also 
low: 23% in Turkey, 30% in Saudi Arabia and 
40% in South Africa20. 
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The non-West, actually the world majority, 
disapproves both what Russia is doing regionally 
against Ukraine and what the US-led West is 
doing globally against Russia. The non-West has 
to choose what it dislikes more.

In many ways, the Ukrainian crisis has 
unveiled a divided world. The conflict gave rise 
to a plethora of different opinions and, perhaps 
even more importantly, different frames of 
reference through which the crisis is viewed. 
Most Western politicians and experts appear 
displeased with this divergence. On the one 
hand, they call for more global unity in the face 
of acute crises; on the other, they continue to 
manipulate the main principles of the UN to 
their own advantage. Yet, strikingly enough, the 
diversity of opinions and positions on the issue 
shows that the multipolar world is finally taking 
shape – or, for that matter, that it already has. 

It may also be observed, that the collective 
West has been consolidated through 
Washington-led alliances, which increasingly 
resemble lord-vassal relationships rather than 
even-handed coalitions. This is largely due to 
many countries refusing to display a position 
of their own and opting for absolute unanimity 
instead. The non-Western world, on the 
contrary, is not ready to blindly follow the U.S. 
and the West in general, thus demonstrating 
an independence of opinion.

The bulk of the non-Western world is critical of 
the Ukrainian crisis as such, as well as of Russia’s 
actions. They would prefer Russia not to act 
the way it does, that is, not to resort to military 
means. At the same time, many countries refuse 
to lay full responsibility for this crisis on Russia, 

despite the powerful anti-Russian campaign 
organized by Western diplomats, public 
commentators and mainstream media.

The U.S. and its Western allies are actively and 
impertinently preventing Russia from pursuing 
its goals and discrediting these goals in every 
way possible, as well as the means to achieve 
them. By contrast, the non-Western world calls 
for a swift end to the conflict, ideally as a result 
of mutual concessions from all stakeholders: 
Russia, Ukraine and NATO. Should this prove 
impossible, the Ukrainian crisis, from the 
non-Western perspective, should remain a 
“European affair” rather than turn into a global 
geoeconomic confrontation.

This position is not a matter of indecisiveness 
but rather a matter of principle. The injustice 
inherent in the stance of the West in this conflict 
is clear to the non-Western countries, which view 
the current treatment of Russia and the sanctions 
campaign as an extremely dangerous precedent 
for an entirely new level of Western pressure.

The United States has used the Ukrainian 
crisis to unleash its geoeconomic warfare on 
Russia, which has consistently and assertively 
opposed the global domination of the West. In 
doing so, the West has turned the Ukrainian 
crisis into a showdown over its hegemony and 
essentially the privilege to set mandatory moral 
and ethical norms for others to follow. Many 
non-Western countries view it as a colonial-
like practice, aimed at dictating their interests 
and shaping their policies. The non-West is 
committed to opposing that privilege, though 
its diversity prevents individual countries from 
synchronizing efforts in pursuit of that end. 

Conclusion
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