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Notas – C.L.
(1) “We are of the world and not merely in it” is a very suggestive observation

of Hannah Arendt that comes to my mind, stopping to think about the war
in Ucraine in this Webinar.
War in the contemporary scene, even more than in the past, does not
circumscribe itself to the parties in conflict. It has a global repercussion in
an interwoven planetary system, characterized by the porosity of frontiers
that dilutes the differences between the “internal” and the “external”.
Its commotions, deadly damages and miseries affects the international
community as a whole. Such is the case of the ongoing war in Ucraine
unleashed by the unilateral aggression of Putin’s Russia. It is a war of
choice and implies the use of force to obtain political ends. These ends
question the territorial integrity and political independence of Ucraine and
are in opposition to the principles of the UN Charter and the rules of
international law.

(2) Underlyingly these rules and principles is a shared political perception that
they are a key ingredient for the international cohabitation of the plurality
and heterogeneity of great and small powers that make up the
international system. They enhance the constructive work of the
diplomacy and the peaceful settlement of disputes, favoring a more
hospitable world order.
It is one of the functions of international law to inform what are the
acceptable patterns of conduct and consequently to insert components of
previsibility in the international life.
Putin’s actions and decisions, as the head of state of Russia is a
wide-reaching rupture of acceptable patterns of conduct in the
international life. They have by their scope, magnified tensions, risks and
uncertainties with the generalized repercussion of a war that extends to all
instances of the international relations.
This is a fact recognized by the overwhelming majority of the international
community – including Brazil – in very significant resolutions of the UN
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General Assembly.
In this context, Russia’s diplomatic isolation increases as Putin escalates
the conduct of war faced with the resolute defense of Ucraine’s Zelensky
of the independence and territorial integrity of his country in which he is
helped by the aid of weapons channeled by friendly countries of his cause.
This is occurring in spite of the disproportional military resources at play
in this deadly conflict. As always, and specially in this case with its all
encompassing lethal dimensions, war looms in the realm of uncertainty
and contingency.

(3) The architecture of the international system has regional components and
there are discontinuities in the ways regions are affected by the intensities
of the reach of the war in Ucraine. Certainly these intensities are
paramount in Europe and we will have the opportunity to grasp their
many aspects in the interventions of the experienced speakers of this
webinar.
The war has increased some specific vulnerabilities of the Brazilian
economy but I will not elaborate a catalogue of them. Rather, I will try to
deal with the general complexity of what I perceive as very significant
elements that are of great impact in the international sphere. (As could be
expected, my perspective is one based in my experience in dealing with
the foreign policy of Brazil.)

(4) Let me start with the issues of security, war and violence that are the
limit-situation of the international life.
In an international state-system peace is an elusive conquest of political
reason and diplomacy. It requires, to be sustainable, a framework that
acknowledges that states have different vital interests and that a reasoned
foreign policy will strive in dealing with this issues, for a de facto and de
jure institutionalization of common interests in taking out the deadly sting
of  hostile hobbesian confrontations.
The realist rule of thumb of such a framework is to bear in mind, as
Kissinger has stated in so many of his reflections, that the search for
absolute security by one side means absolutely insecurity for all other
sides. Thus, a framework of this type is based on a relative security and
therefore relative insecurity of all, with adequate adjustments within this
framework. This has characterized world order since the end of World War
II, including the management of nuclear weapons and the containment of
war of  conquests, devoted to the enlargement  of “vital space”.
Russia’s quest with the war in Ucraine is a quest for its absolute security
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through the enlargement of its “vital space”. As a result, it has brought
about the absolute insecurity not only for the neighboring countries and
the regional context of Europe. As a consequence of the scope of action of
great military nuclear power, it implies relevant risks and uncertainties for
the world order that encompasses the threat of nuclear weapons and the
increase of military nuclear proliferation. That is why Russia’s war of
aggression has the dimension of a diffuse tension of hegemony, that is a
byproduct of the end of the Soviet Union.

(5) Let me now turn to the normative aspirations of the international agenda
that came to the forefront after the precedents and horrors of the World
War II. They were contemplated in the UN Charter and led to the
internationalization of the Human Rights that became a global theme in
their independence and indivisibility. This, of course, includes
humanitarian law and the development of international criminal law, with
the specification of war crimes, conventions on refugees that deal with
“displaced  people”.
The diplomatic peril in dealing with human rights in the international
sphere, is the lack of balance of political selectivity. There is no selectivity
in the evaluation of Russias’s war conduct in Ucraine that ignores the
rules of jus in bello. The international community has overwhelming
recognized the scale, unseen in many decades, of humanitarian woes of
Russian’s military operations in Ucraine. We are all aware of this through
the cyber space of the digital era.
The use of force does not bring about legitimacy, which in the international
sphere is the framework for the acceptable space of initiatives and actions.
As mentioned, the role of International Law and within its sphere Human
Rights Law is to inform the pattern of acceptable conduct.
Russia’s conduct of its military operations in Ucraine goes way beyond
acceptable patterns, blending in an unprecedent way illegality with
illegitimacy, which explains its growing diplomatic isolation. It is as if
Putin’s has lost touch with the fact that he is of the world and not merely
in it.
Russia is denying the Ukrainians proper right to the hospitality of earth
surface which the human race shares in common – “we are of the world” –
and is creating a situation where violations of rights in one part of the
world is felt everywhere to summon forth  Kant in Perpetual Peace.

(6) The impact of the war in the international economic life is very significant
and has been intensified by sanctions. It has affected the oil and gas market
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and their price, international logistics, the interrelationship of productive
and supply chains, the trade and price of wheat, the functioning of
international financial markets, and induced inflation, to stress some of the
issues that are present in the international economic agenda. It has
implications for the worldwide food security. In the case of Brazil, this
overall situation increases some of the economic vulnerabilities of Brazilian
economy, for instance, the import of fertilizers and wheat.
A word on sanctions. Sanctions are measures taken to respond to the lack
of compliance of the rules of law, which is the clear case of Russia’s
conduct in the ongoing war of aggression in Ucraine. The plurilateral
economic sanctions now in place are sweeping. They affect Russia but have
a spill over effect in the international economic life. They find justification
in the security exceptions contemplated by the GATT/WTO (GATT – art
XXI) that do not prevent actions for protection of essential security
interests taken in time of war or other emergency in international relations.
In this case they are related to a conflict of hegemony that will influence
the world order.
It remains to be seen if they will mitigate the impacts of the intransitivity
of the Russian a la Carl Schmitt publicum bellum of an amicus/inimicus
confrontation that underlies the war in Ucraine. Hopefully they may
induce, with the aid of diplomatic initiatives of other states and
institutions acting as a tertius juxta partes to bring forth an accommodation
that goes beyond an indispensable  cease fire.

(7) A concluding remark on Brazil’s position. Brazil has a locus standi in the
international system. Throughout the decades Brazilian foreign policy has
dealt with the country’s “specific interests” and has been concerned with
the “general interests” of the functioning of the world order that always
have implications for the country’s place in the international system.
Brazil is a huge continental country in South America that has settled its
frontiers through arbitration and diplomatic negotiations and lives in
peace with its 10 neighbors’ states. This is a diplomatic asset of Brazil, that
differentiates the country from others of a continental scale that have
pending territorial disputes. As a middle-power of relevance, the Brazilian
diplomatic tradition has given emphasis to diplomacy, to the role of
international law, and the denial of wars of conquests.
The Brazilian Constitution of 1988, the constitution of the
redemocratization of the country, has incorporated facets of this
diplomatic traditions setting-up principles that should guide Brazil’s



5

presence in the international sphere. Among them, the defense of peace,
peaceful settlement of disputes, international cooperation, the prevalence
of human rights.
Following the country’s diplomatic tradition and the principles of the
Constitution, that are aligned with the UN Charter, Brazil has converged
with the overwhelming majority of the international community in
condemning as illicit Russia’s aggression in the war in Ucraine. In my view
Brazil in its voting declarations in UN and other fora has modulated the
country’s position to a greater extent that is adequate considering the
scope of the issues that are present that I have tried to explore in my
intervention.

Celso Lafer


