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DEPORTATION, FORCED DISPLACEMENT OR EVACUATION:
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Abstract. This article presents a comprehensive theoretical and legal analysis
of the Russian Federation’s actions relating to the removal and detention of
Ukrainian children within the territory of the aggressor state and deep within the
temporarily occupied territories. Based on evidence from leading international
institutions (the UN, PACE, Yale HRL), the official Russian narrative regarding the
alleged ‘humanitarian evacuation’ is deconstructed. Clear criteria under
international law have been identified to distinguish legitimate security measures
from unlawful acts during an armed conflict. It has been demonstrated that systemic
changes in the Russian Federation’s federal legislation regarding the simplification
of guardianship procedures, compulsory passportisation and ideological
indoctrination indicate the existence of a clearly planned, vertically integrated state
policy. In accordance with the norms of international humanitarian and criminal law
(the Fourth Geneva Convention and the Rome Statute), the acts under investigation
are cumulatively classified in three categories: as war crimes, crimes against
humanity and elements of the crime of genocide. Given the documented evidence of
gross and systematic disregard for the fundamental rights of the child and
international standards, the Russian Federation’s actions cannot be justified by any
military or humanitarian necessity. Since the aggressor state itself artificially created
the crisis situation and deliberately violated the provisions of the Geneva
Conventions and Additional Protocols, these measures are legally classified not as
evacuation missions, but as a large-scale unlawful displacement of the civilian
population and the forced deportation of children, bearing clear signs of the most
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serious international crimes. Accordingly, the creation of such a comprehensive
system of institutional violence requires the international community not merely to
issue declarative condemnations, but a consolidation of efforts to deploy effective
judicial and procedural mechanisms that will ensure the inevitability of severe
punishment for the entire hierarchy of organizers of this crime.

Keywords: international criminal law, war crimes, deportation of children,
forcible transfer, humanitarian evacuation, Rome Statute, genocide, indoctrination.
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AENOPTALISL, ITPUMYCOBE HEPEMIINEHHST Y1 EBAKYALLISL:
MIZKHAPOJHO-ITPABOBI KPUTEPII IIEHTU®IKAILII
3JIOYMHIB IPOTHU AITEN

AHoTamist. Y cTarTi 3/[1iCHEHO KOMIUIEKCHUM TEOPETUKO-TIPABOBHI aHaI3 1
Pociiicekoi ®Denepaiiii, MoB’A3aHUX 13 BUBE3EHHSIM Ta YTPUMAHHSAM YKPaiHCHKHX
TiTel Ha TepuTopii KpaiHU-arpecopa Ta Briud THMYACOBO OKYMOBAHUX TEPUTOPIM.
Ha ocHoBi moka3oBoi 6a3u mpoBimHux MikHapoaaux iHctutTyiiii (OOH, TTAPE,
Yale HRL) mpoBeneHO OEeKOHCTPYKINIO O(IIIHHOTO POCIICHKOTO HApaTHUBY IPO
HIONTO 3IIHCHEHHS «TyMaHITapHOi eBakyarii». BuzHaueHo dYiTKI MiXKHapOIHO-
MIPaBOBI1 KpUTEPIi, 1[0 PO3MEKOBYIOTh 3aKOHHI 3aX0/Id O0€3MEKH BiJ MPOTUIIPABHUX
JisiHB 117 yac 30poiiHoro KoHQUIIKTy. /JoBeneHo, o cucTeMHi 3MiHH Y (eaepab-
HOMY 3aKkoHOAaBcTBI P® miono crpoieHHs Npolenypyu OIMiKH, NPUMYCOBOT
nacropTH3alii Ta 1J€O0JIOTIYHOI 1HAOKTPUHAIT CBIAYATh NP0 HASBHICTH YITKO
CIIJIAaHOBAHOI, BEPTUKAJIbHO IHTETPOBAHOI JEpKaBHOI MOJITUKU. BiAmoBigHO 10
HOPM MDKHApPOJHOIO TyMaHITApHOTO Ta KpuUMiHaJIbHOro mpaBa (YerBeproi
JKeneBcbkoi KOHBEHII Ta PuMchKkOoro craryty) JOCHIKYBaH1 — JisTHHS
KBaJ11()iKOBAHO KyMYJISITUBHO 32 TPhOMa HaNIPsIMKaMU: SIK BOEHHI 3JI0YMHU, 3JI0YUHU
MPOTH JIFOJISTHOCT1 Ta €JIEMEHTH 3JI0YMHY T€HOIMAY. 3 OTJIsATy Ha 3adikcoBaH1 (hakTh
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rpy0Oro Ta CHCTEMHOTO HEXTYBaHHA (DyHJAAMEHTaIbHHUMH IpaBaMU IUTUHU Ta
MDKHApOJIHI CTaHAApTH, AISUTbHICTE P® He Moke OyTH BUIIpaBIaHa >KOTHOIO
BOEHHOIO YW T'yMaHITapHOI0 HEOOXiAHICTIO. OCKUTBKU KpaiHa-arpecop cama ITYyYHO
3MOJIEJIIOBaJIa KPU30BE CEPEIOBHILE Ta CB1IOMO MOpyliniaa HOpMH KeHEeBChKUX
KOHBEHII1H 1 J[0JJaTKOBUX MPOTOKOJIIB, Il 3aX0JI Jie-I0pe KBaTI(PIKYIOThCS HE SIK
eBaKyalliiiHi Micii, a Sk MacmTaOHEe NPOTUIIPABHE MEPEMINICHHS LHMBIIHLHOTO
HACEJICHHS Ta MPUMYCOBa JEMOpTallisl JITeH, 10 Ma€e YiTKI O3HAKU HaWBa)KuMX
MDKHApOJIHUX 3JI0YMHIB. BiIMOBiIHO, CTBOpPEHHS TaKOi BCEOCSHKHOI CHUCTEMU
IHCTUTYIITHOTO HACWJIbCTBA BUMAra€ BiJ MDKHApOJHOTO CITIBTOBAapUCTBA HE
MIPOCTO JEKJIapaTUBHUX 3aCYXKEHb, @ KOHCOJIIIALlii 3yCHIIb JIJIs1 PO3TOPTaHHS JI1€EBUX
CYZIOBO-TIPOIIECYyaTbHUX MEXaHI3MiB, K1 3a0e3meuaTh HEBIIBOPOTHICTH CYBOPOTO
MOKapaHHA IS BCi€l BEPTHUKAN OPraHi3aTOpiB I[LOTO 3JI0YWHY — BiJ 17I€0JIOTIB Yy
Kpemuti 10 6e3mocepeTHiX BUKOHABITIB HA MiCIISIX.

KuarouoBi cioBa: MiDKHapogHe KpHUMIHAJIbHE TMPaBO, BOEHHI 3JI0YMHH,
JAeTopTallisl AiTel, MPUMYCOBE MEpeMillleHHs, TyMaHITapHa eBaKyailisi, PuMcrkuii
CTaTyT, TCHOIIH/I, iIHAOKTPHHAITIS.

Introduction. The issue of the forced displacement and deportation of
Ukrainian children to the Russian Federation (hereinafter — RF) is now of particular
relevance in the context of the investigation into the crimes committed by the RF.
The Independent International Commission of Inquiry on Ukraine, in its latest report
to the UN Human Rights Council, noted that the Russian authorities have committed
crimes against humanity, including the deportation and forced displacement of
children, as well as their enforced disappearances [1]. Under Article 8(2)(a)(vii) of
the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court [2], unlawful deportation or
transfer is classified as a war crime, and where there are indications of large-scale
and systematic conduct, it constitutes a crime against humanity under Article
7(1)(d). If the forcible transfer of children from one group to another is carried out
with the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial or religious
group, such actions may be classified as the crime of genocide [3; 4]. It was precisely
this factor that formed the basis for the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe’s classification of the Russian Federation’s actions as genocide in Resolution
2495 (2023) “Deportations and forced displacement of Ukrainian children and other
civilians to the Russian Federation or to temporarily occupied Ukrainian territories:
creating conditions for their safe return, stopping these crimes and punishing those
responsible” [3].

An analysis of recent studies and publications. Issues relating to deportation,
forced displacement and the abduction of children are being studied by Ukrainian
scholars from historical (Semenov S., Adamovskyi V. [5]), criminal and
criminological (Makarova O., Kirika D. [6], Fedorov M., Strusinska D. [7]), and
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general social (Galiv M., Karpenko O. [8], Sinyuk O. [9], Sushch O., Ostapenko O.,
Rohova O.[10; 11]) perspectives. However, the research into this issue is primarily
based on analytical materials and data from official state bodies and non-
governmental institutions whose remit includes addressing such matters. Despite the
significant number of academic and analytical studies on this subject, the issue of
the legal assessment of the Russian Federation’s actions regarding the deportation
and forced displacement of Ukrainian children requires further comprehensive and
in-depth academic research.

The aim of this article is to examine the relationship between the categories
of “deportation”, “forced displacement” and “evacuation” based on an analysis of
legislative acts and analytical and statistical sources, and to identify possible
approaches to classifying the Russian Federation’s actions in this area for the
purpose of further legal classification of such actions and holding those responsible
to account, including under international law.

Main text. The forcible removal of children who are citizens of Ukraine
constitutes a direct violation of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights [12],
Article 49 of the Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War (Geneva Convention) [13], Article 21 of the UN Convention on the Rights
of the Child [14], Article 283 of the Family Code of Ukraine [15] and the Law of
Ukraine “On the Protection of Children” [16]. Article 11 of the 1989 Convention on
the Rights of the Child states that States Parties shall take measures to combat the
unlawful removal and non-return of children from abroad. To this end, States Parties
shall promote the conclusion of bilateral or multilateral agreements or accede to
existing agreements [17]. It is worth noting that the Russian Federation is also a
party to the Convention on the Rights of the Child, but does not comply with any of
the provisions of the international treaty.

The information and analytical data gathered during the investigation into
crimes committed by the Russian Federation during the full-scale invasion, and now
also international instruments (in particular, resolutions of the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe) indicate that the unlawful deportation of
Ukrainians to the Russian Federation from the temporarily occupied territories took
place even before the full-scale invasion in February 2022. In fact, it began in 2014,
when parts of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions and the Autonomous Republic of
Crimea were occupied. In fact, it began with the deportation to the Russian
Federation of children from children’s homes and children with disabilities from
specialized institutions. After being moved to the Russian Federation, these children
were placed under temporary guardianship and were subsequently put up for
adoption.

One of the first systematic studies of the issues surrounding the forced adoption
and guardianship of Ukrainian children within the Russian Federation was carried
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out by experts from the Yale Human Rights Laboratory (Yale HRL) [18], who
demonstrated that the deportation of Ukrainian children was carried out as part of a
planned and organised state policy. This practice not only continued to develop
following the large-scale invasion, but also intensified. ‘In the first months of the
full-scale invasion, Russia focused on four different categories of children: 1) from
the occupied territories, sent to re-education camps; 2) separated from their families
in a network of filtration facilities set up during the siege of Mariupol in early 2022;
3) taken into the care of Russian military and security forces on the battlefield in
Mariupol, Kharkiv, Kherson and elsewhere; 4) from state institutions and facilities
in Ukraine [18].

In a report published in 2026, the Independent International Commission of
Inquiry on Ukraine, in its findings regarding crimes and violations committed during
the Russian Federation’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, reliably established the
deportation and displacement of a total of 1,205 children from five regions of
Ukraine, which led it to conclude that these actions constituted crimes against
humanity, as well as war crimes of deportation and the forcible displacement of
children. Indeed, the Russian authorities systematically failed to inform parents or
legal guardians of the children’s whereabouts and held them in an environment of
coercion, thereby preventing their return. Instead of establishing a system that would
facilitate the return of the children, the Russian authorities sought to ensure their
long-term placement in families or institutions within the Russian Federation.
Throughout 2022, the Russian authorities stated that adoption was their preferred
option for placing these children in families. The Commission therefore also
concluded that the Russian authorities had committed a crime against humanity in
the form of the enforced disappearance of children deported or displaced from
Ukraine, as well as a war crime in the form of an unjustified delay in their
repatriation [19].

The existence of a state policy on the forced relocation and deportation of
Ukrainian children has been confirmed, inter alia, by amendments to the relevant
federal laws, which simplified the procedure for transferring children from Ukraine
to Russia for adoption and guardianship, and subsequently for their naturalization.
Legislative changes also introduced a procedure for renouncing Ukrainian
citizenship (by submitting an application to the Russian Ministry of Internal Affairs
stating a desire to renounce Ukrainian citizenship), which served as grounds for the
automatic termination of Ukrainian citizenship. This practice is condemned by the
international community, as it is used for the purpose of forced passportisation and
Russification of minors. Resolution 2495 (2023) concludes that the aforementioned
state policy “encompasses all levels of political decision-making, from the top down
to its implementation by administrative bodies and state institutions of the Russian
Federation, particularly with regard to the forced displacement, deportation and




ISSN 3041-1793 Online CrEUBUTTYCK

indoctrination of Ukrainian children” [20]. Similar conclusions are contained in the
report of the Independent International Commission of Inquiry on Ukraine: the
implementation of state policy was led by the President of the Russian Federation,
V. Putin and the Presidential Commissioner for Children’s Rights, M. Lvova-
Belova, and was carried out by bodies and institutions of various branches of
government at central and regional levels in the Russian Federation and in the
occupied territories of Ukraine [19]. In Resolution 2495 (2023), PACE “condemns
the violation of the rights of deported Ukrainian children to preserve their identity,
as defined by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (Article 8),
through the practice of forcibly granting Russian citizenship and placing children in
the care of families of Russian citizens” [20].

In the context of forced displacement and deportation, the PACE cites the
following practices in relation to children: 1) the forced displacement of children to
the Russian Federation and to the temporarily occupied territories of Ukraine for
placement in foster families, Russian children’s homes or residential institutions,
including ‘summer camps’, and the facilitation of the adoption of such children by
Russian families. Among the categories of children affected by this practice are
orphans and children with disabilities, as well as children who were displaced with
or without their parents, and children whose parents agreed to allow the occupying
authorities to transport them to “holiday camps”, from which they never returned; 2)
the practice of “re-educating” children, who are thus removed from their homes and
families, both in residential care facilities and in foster families. This practice is
known as ‘“Russification”, which involves a ban on speaking Ukrainian or
expressing one’s Ukrainian identity and culture in any way, the forced introduction
to the Russian language and culture through lessons, widespread exposure to state
propaganda via the media, the teaching of a Russian version of history, visits to
‘patriotic’ sites, military drills, and the denigration of the Ukrainian language,
culture and history. In some cases, children were told (often falsely) that their parents
had died; most have no way of finding out where they are, how to contact their
families or obtain any assistance, and many suffer from bullying and psychological
harassment [20].

Given the organized and systematic nature of the perpetrators’ actions, and the
similarities in the characteristics of such operations — both geographically (across
various temporarily occupied regions) and chronologically (including the period
prior to the full-scale aggression in February 2022) — PACE concludes that these
crimes are not random but planned, and demonstrate an intention to destroy Ukraine,
Ukrainian identity, and the cultural and linguistic characteristics of its people. Such
conclusions allow the actions of the Russian Federation to be classified as war
crimes, crimes against humanity and, as the Assembly notes in its Resolution 2482
(2023) “Legal and human rights aspects of the Russian Federation’s aggression
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against Ukraine”, may be recognized as genocide, since actions such as ‘the killing
and forcible transfer of children from one group to another with the aim of
Russification through adoption by Russian families and/or transfer to Russian
children’s homes or residential institutions, such as summer camps”, may fall under
Article Il of the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide [20]. As noted by the Independent International Commission of Inquiry
on Ukraine, four years on, most families are still searching for their children, leading
to prolonged separation, suffering and emotional distress. This constitutes a war
crime in the form of unjustified delay in the repatriation of civilians [19].

Leaving aside the question of how to classify the Russian Federation’s crimes — a
matter beyond the scope of this study — we propose to examine the meaning and
relationship between the categories of “deportation” and “forced displacement”.

International legal norms do not contain legal definitions of the concepts of
“deportation” and “forced displacement of persons” or of the relationship between
them. They share common characteristics, such as the involuntary and unlawful
nature of the relocation of civilians beyond the territory of their habitual residence.
At the same time, the decisions of the International Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia (hereinafter — ICTY) in the cases “Prosecutor v. Krstic” (2001) and
“Prosecutor v. S. MiloSevi¢ (2004) emphasize the distinction between these
categories, which relates to the fact of crossing a state border. Deportation is the
transfer of one or more persons from the territory of one state to the territory of
another, involving the crossing of a state border, whereas forcible displacement
occurs within the territory of the same state. In other words, the movement of the
civilian population within the territory of Ukraine is legally correctly characterized
by the term “forced displacement of persons”, whereas if it occurs beyond the
territory of Ukraine, the term “deportation” should be used [21]. National legislation
also establishes a similar distinction between these categories, recognizing the
difference between the concepts of “deportation” and “forced displacement of
persons” in the presence or absence of the fact of crossing a country’s state border.

It should also be noted that, in the context of the Russian Federation’s narratives
and statements, deportation or forced displacement to Russian territory often takes
place under the guise of evacuation. For instance, the Independent International
Commission of Inquiry on Ukraine noted that, shortly before the full-scale invasion,
the Russian authorities carried out large-scale transfers of children, which they
justified as ‘evacuation’ due to the risks associated with the armed conflict.
However, the Commission found that, four years on, 80% of children in documented
cases have still not returned, which contravenes international humanitarian law,
under which evacuation may only be temporary and carried out exclusively for
urgent reasons related to health, medical treatment or safety [19].

The Russian Federation, in particular, under the guise of providing children
with health care in free summer camps, allegedly temporarily evacuates them from
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the territory of Ukraine, but in reality, subsequently prevents the children from
returning to their parents or legal guardians, attempting to “ideologically re-educate”
them and turn them into pro-Russian supporters.

The Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War [13] sets out guarantees against forced deportation. Thus, Article 49
prohibits, regardless of the motives, the forced individual or mass transfer or
deportation of protected persons from the occupied territory to the territory of the
occupying Power or to the territory of any other State, whether occupied or not.

Evacuation is a duty incumbent upon the state to ensure that civilians under its
control enjoy fundamental rights and freedoms, including the right to life. In this
context, K. Rashevska raises the question of the nature of control — whether it is
general or effective. Based on an analysis of the Fourth Geneva Convention and
Additional Protocol I, particularly regarding nationality, and taking into account the
application of international human rights law (lex generalis) during armed conflict,
the author argues that it is precisely effective control that is at issue. Therefore,
without establishing such control, a party to an armed conflict may under no
circumstances arbitrarily displace the population.

Evacuation is of an exceptional nature (a measure of last resort), and the burden
of proving its necessity rests with the state invoking such a condition. The
commentaries on the Fourth Geneva Convention [13] and Additional Protocol | [22]
caution against treating evacuation as a strategy of warfare, given its effectiveness
in achieving military advantage. In this context, evacuation is lawful only when there
1s no other alternative. As such alternatives, K. Rashevska proposes “at least four
options that must precede or replace evacuation: protection through presence, the
provision of humanitarian aid, mediation, and the creation of a demilitarized zone” [23].

In the case law of the ICTY, in particular in the Judgment of the Trial Chamber
in the case of “Prosecutor v. Blagojevi¢ and Joki¢” [24], it is clearly established that
the key feature of a legitimate evacuation is that it must be entirely voluntary for the
affected persons (paras. 127-128). Legal doctrine interprets the concept of
‘coercion’ much more broadly than simply the use of physical force. According to
the judgment in the case of “Prosecutor v. Krsti¢” (para. 529) [25], the coercive
nature of a movement may be ensured through intimidation, psychological pressure,
persecution, unlawful deprivation of liberty, abuse of authority, or the artificial
creation of life-threatening conditions.

Parties to an armed conflict are obliged to prevent displacement caused by their
own actions. In this context, a clear distinction must be drawn between the concepts
of jus in bello (the law of war) and jus ad bellum (the right to wage war), as the legal
assessment concerns specifically the failure to comply with humanitarian norms,
rather than the act of aggression itself. If civilians are forced to flee due to
indiscriminate attacks or intimidation by combatants, such “evacuation” is legally
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classified as forced displacement. The main difference between humanitarian
evacuation and unlawful deportation lies in the presence of a protective function
aimed at preserving human life.

The Russian military campaign demonstrates a systematic disregard for these
norms. Targeted strikes on civilian infrastructure (in particular medical and
educational facilities), the use of cluster munitions and indiscriminate weapons
within cities, nuclear blackmail and repression in occupied territories, deprive the
local population of any real alternative, forcing them to leave their homes. The most
vulnerable groups are those with limited mobility — the elderly, people with
disabilities and children — whom the Russian Federation forcibly removed without
offering any alternative, under the guise of evacuation measures, right at the initial
stage of the invasion.

International practice has clear protocols for such crises. In February 2014,
following the removal of civilians from the Syrian city of Homs, the UNHCR
developed the Minimum Standards for Participation in Inter-Agency Humanitarian
Evacuations [26]. This set of ten rules is based on the principles of international
humanitarian law and fundamental humanitarian principles: neutrality, humanity,
independence and impartiality. The standards require the organization of safe transit
in appropriate conditions, the involvement of specialized international institutions to
ensure access to the evacuation process, humane treatment, the immediate provision
of medical care to the wounded and sick, the preservation of family unity, the
protection of humanitarian convoys, and the special protection of children.

The movement of minors is subject to particularly strict regulation, as governed
by the Fourth Geneva Convention [13] and Additional Protocol | [22]. The key point
here is Article 78 of Additional Protocol | [22], which imposes a categorical
prohibition on the removal of children to a foreign state. The only exceptions are
extreme circumstances (such as health reasons), but even then, the transfer must be
strictly temporary. The country implementing such measures is obliged to take all
steps to locate the child’s relatives or guardians and obtain their written consent, and
the entire process must be carried out with the involvement of the child’s country of
nationality. The occupying authorities must also organize the educational process in
accordance with the religious and cultural beliefs of the child’s parents, and must
forward information sheets for each evacuee to the ICRC’s Central Tracing Agency
for subsequent repatriation.

The Russian Federation’s conduct is entirely at odds with these criteria. The
removal of over two thousand Ukrainian orphaned children since the start of the
aggression does not meet any of the legal criteria that would allow this process to be
termed an evacuation. Attempts to rapidly grant Russian citizenship to the children,
placing them in the care of or for adoption by Russian citizens, developing programs
of forced assimilation (Russification), and blocking any cooperation with Ukraine
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regarding their return constitute a direct and gross violation of both the letter and the
spirit of Article 78 of Additional Protocol I [22].

Even where there are indisputable military reasons making the evacuation of
the population the only means of saving them, the occupying power is strictly limited
in its choice of the final destination. According to the ICJ's precedent in the case of
“Prosecutor v. Staki¢” [27], evacuation cannot be used as a tool for demographic
cleansing or the elimination of ethnic and social communities in their historical
places of residence (para. 681). This follows from the principle of respect for state
sovereignty, which recognizes the population as an integral element of statehood.

IHL (in particular Article 49 of the Fourth Geneva Convention [13]) sets out an
exhaustive list of permitted locations for the accommodation of displaced persons:
safe zones and areas, as well as demilitarized zones established by agreement
between the parties to the armed conflict in accordance with Article 14 of the Fourth
Geneva Convention; the territory of the State of nationality or habitual residence
(usually a country that is wholly or partly occupied); another territory occupied by
the same State; a third neutral country or a protecting State by agreement between
the parties to the armed conflict; the territory of the occupying State, if this cannot
be avoided for practical reasons [13].

An important legal point is repatriation: as soon as the imperative reasons of a
military nature cease to exist, displaced persons must be ensured unimpeded return
home. Furthermore, if civilians are temporarily present in the territory of the
occupying power, the latter has no right to restrict their right to leave for any other
country at any time (Article 35 of the Fourth Geneva Convention) [13].

Given that the Russian Federation forcibly redirected Ukrainians’ logistics
routes exclusively to its own regions or deeper into the occupied territories, regularly
shelled the agreed-upon humanitarian corridors, and considering that Ukraine
controls most of its sovereign territory, the aggressor’s actions have nothing to do
with a humanitarian mission. Since the Russian Federation itself artificially created
a threat to the lives of civilians, its actions should be classified not as an evacuation,
but as an illegal forced displacement, which bears clear signs of war crimes and
crimes against humanity.

Conclusions. To summarize the above, it can be stated that the Russian
Federation’s actions regarding the removal of Ukrainian citizens do not meet the
criteria for a legitimate protective measure. As clearly stated in PACE resolutions,
the forced routing of evacuation routes exclusively into the depths of territories
controlled by the aggressor or directly into regions of the Russian Federation
constitutes a direct violation of international humanitarian law. Systematic shelling
of agreed-upon humanitarian corridors proves that the aggressor state deliberately
destroyed safe routes for civilians to exit to territory controlled by the Government
of Ukraine.
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The Assembly is particularly concerned about the fate of deported Ukrainian
children, especially orphans, who, due to the lack of legal representation, find
themselves in a state of complete legal and physical vulnerability. PACE emphasizes
that the prolonged stay of minors under the control of the occupying authorities
threatens to make their situation irreversible, as the chances of locating and
repatriating them rapidly diminish over time. Russian authorities are deliberately
seeking to destroy the national identity of Ukrainian children through the forced
change of their names, personal data, and citizenship, the practice of illegal adoption,
as well as harsh ideological indoctrination involving the imposition of a foreign
language and culture. Many of them are currently deprived of any means of
communication with their homeland or relatives, and are subjected to psychological
and physical pressure, which has a devastating effect on their health and well-being.

Such actions constitute a gross and systematic disregard for the child’s
fundamental rights to preserve their identity, name, family ties, freedom of belief,
education, and cultural identity, which are imperatively guaranteed by the UN
Convention on the Rights of the Child.

In light of these documented facts and international standards, the Russian
Federation’s actions cannot be justified by any military or humanitarian necessity.
Since the aggressor state itself artificially created the crisis environment and
deliberately violated the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and Additional
Protocols, these actions are legally classified not as evacuation missions, but as a
large-scale unlawful displacement of the civilian population and the forced
deportation of children, which bear clear signs of the most serious international
crimes.
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