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Ukrainian government would be seated, parliaments
and the Ukrainian political trajectory would be set for
I had served as Ambassador to Ukraine from 2006 to 2009, having been nocrlmn-it.led
by George W. Bush, and. in the intervening 10 years, | have stayed engagec ?Vl
] | 2 board member of a small Ukrainian
ce and reform. Across

Ukraine, visiting frequently since 2013 as a bo
and

non-governmental organization supporting good governan
the responsibilities I have had in public service, Ukraine 1s special for me,

Secretary Pompeo’s offer to return as Chief of Mission was compelling. | 'am
convinced of the profound importance of Ukraine to the security of the United

States and Europe for two related reasons:

First, if Ukraine succeeds in breaking free of Russian influence, it is possible for

Europe to be whole, free, democratic, and at peace. In contrast, if Russia :
dominates Ukraine, Russia will again become an empire, oppressing its people,

and threatening its neighbors and the rest of the world.

Second, with the annexation of the Crimea in 2014 and the continued aggression in'

Donbas. Russia violated countless treaties, ignored all commitments, and
dismissed all the principles that have kept the peace and contributed to prosperity:
in Europe since World War II. To restore Ukraine’s independence, Russia must
leave Ukraine. This has been and should continue to be a bipartisan U.S. foreign

policy goal.

When [ was serving outside of government during the Obama administration and
after the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2014, I joined two other former
ambassadors to Ukraine in urging Obama administration officials at the State
Department, Defense Department, and other agencies to provide lethal defensive

weapons to Ukraine in order to deter further Russian aggression. I also supported

much stronger sanctions against Russia.
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And yet. I found a confusing and unusual arrangement for making U.S. pf}llcy

towards Ukraine. There appeared to be two channels of U.S. pohcy-makfng: and

implementation, one regular and one highly irregular. As the ChiefofMlssmn,l

had authority over the regular, formal diplomatic processes, including the bulk of

the U.S. effort to support Ukraine against the Russian invasion and to help it defeat

corruption. This regular channel of U.S. policy-making has consistently had

strong. bipartisan support both in Congress and in all administrations since

Ukraine’s independence from Russia in 1991 .

At the same time, however, there was an irregular, informal channel of U.S.
policy-making with respect to Ukraine, one which included then-Special Envoy
Kurt Volker, Ambassador Sondland, Secretary of Energy Rick Perry, and as I
subsequently learned, Mr. Giuliani. I was clearly in the regular channel, but I was
also in the irregular one to the extent that Ambassadors Volker and Sondléﬁﬁfd- Az, AT e
included me in certain conversations. Although this irregular channel was well- P et
connected in Washington, it operated mostly outside of official State Depamnem” u
channels. This irregular channel began when Ambassador Volker, Ambassador
Sondland. Secretary Perry, and Senator Ron Johnson briefed President Trump on P
May 23 upon their return from President Zelenskyy’s inauguration, The delegation
returned to Washington enthusiastic about the new Ukrainian preSident::a'ndqﬁ?r;géﬁg: by
President Trump to meet with him early on to cement the U.S.-Ukraine
relationship. But from what I understood. President Trump did not share their
enthusiasm for a meeting with Mr. Zelenskyy. T e

When [ first arrived in Kyiv, in June and July. the actions of both the regula hd
the trregular channels of foreign policy served the same goal—a strong U S - ot
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divemedmnmfshlp-but it became clear to me by August that the channels had
SeCullitheir objectives. As this occurred, 1 became increasingly concerned.

[l'l late June, one the goals of both channels was to facilitate a visit by President
ét‘lepskyy to the White House for a meeting with President Trump, which
President Trump had promised in his congratulatory letter of May 29. The
Ukrainians were clearly eager for the meeting to happen. During a conference call
with Ambassador Volker, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for European and
Eurasian Affairs Phi] Reeker. Secretary Perry. Ambassador Sondland, anc.l
Counselor of the U.S. Department of State Ulrich Brechbuhl on June 18‘. it was
clear that a meeting between the two presidents was an agreed-upon goal.

But during my subsequent communications with Ambassadors Volker and t
Sondland, they relayed to me that the President “wanted to hear from Zelenskyy-
before scheduling the meeting in the Oval Office. It was not clear to me what this

meant.

On June 27. Ambassador Sondland told me during a phone conversation th?lt
President Zelenskyy needed to make clear to President Trump that he, President

Zelenskyy, was not standing in the way of “investigations.”

I sensed something odd when Ambassador Sondland told me on June 28 that he

did not wish to include most of the regular interagency participants in a call

planned with President Zelenskyy later that day. Ambassador Sondland,
Ambassador Volker, Secretary Perry, and I were on this call, dialing in from
different locations. However, Ambassador Sondland said that he wanted to make
sure no one was transcribing or monitoring as they added President Zelenskyy to

the call. Also, before President Zelenskyy joined the call, Ambassador Volker
separately told the U.S. participants that he, Ambassador Volker, planned to be
explicit with President Zelenskyy in a one-on-one meeting in Toronto on July 2
about what President Zelenskyy should do to get the White House meeting. Again,
it was not clear to me on that call what this meant, but Ambassador Volker noted
that he would relay that President Trump wanted to see rule of law, transparency,
but also, specifically, cooperation on investigations to “get to the bottom of
things.” Once President Zelenskyy joined the call, the conversation was focused
on energy policy and the Stanytsia-Luhanska bridge. President Zelenskyy also
said he looked forward to the White House visit President Trump had offered in his

May 29 |etter.
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By mid-July it was becoming clear to me that the meeting [’d :
wanted was conditioned on the investigations of Burisma and al €
interference in the 2016 U.S. elections. It was also clear that this con
driven by the irregular policy channel I had come to understand was g

Giuliani,

On July 10, Ukrainian officials Alexander Danyliuk, the Ukrainian national 1
security advisor, and Andriy Yermak, an assistant to President Zelenskyy, anc :
Secretary Perry, then-National Security Advisor John Bolton, mnpgssadqr Volker,
and Ambassador Sondland met at the White House. I did not partwnpz‘ltC in the
meeting and did not receive a readout of it until speaking with the Natlor}al
Security Council’s (NSC’s) then-Senior Director for European and Russian
Affairs. Fiona Hill, and the NSC's Director of European Affairs, Alex Vindman,

on July 19.

On July 10 in Kyiv, I met with President Zelenskyy’s chief of staff, Andrei
Bohdan, and then-foreign policy advisor to the president and now Foreign Minister

Vadym Prystaiko, who told me that they had heard from Mr. Giuliani that the
phone call between the two presidents was unlikely to happen and that they were
alarmed and disappointed. I relayed their concerns to Counselor Brechbuhl.

In a regular NSC secure video-conference call on July 18, I heard a staff person

from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) say that there was a '__lfx_oIc?l'_on k jj?-:fll
security assistance to Ukraine but could not say why. Toward the end ofan.
otherwise normal meeting, a voice on the call—the person was off-screen—said
that she was from OMB and that her boss had instructed her not to apprd\few
additional spending of security assistance for Ukraine until further notice. I and
others sat in astonishment—the Ukrainians were fighting the Russians and cou
on not only the training and weapons, but also the assurance of U.S. support.
that the OMB staff person said was that the directive had come from the Pres
to the Chief of Staft to OMB. In an instant, I realized that one of the key.
our strong support for Ukraine was threatened. The irregular policy chann
running contrary to the goals of longstanding U.S. policy. Sl

There followed a series of NSC-led interagency meetings, starting at the
and quickly reaching the level of Cabinet secretaries. At every meeting

6



ssndon s and zaid that a call
(" (ees by bassador Valker. Amibassador sondlanc 5 ¢ R
Commiliees by Ambagsado A iy would take place soon

‘ris that ke
Vost impt s for Zelensky to f&y}ﬁ :\ “-ﬁil
scific personnel issues—if there are

between President Trump and Presid
Ambassador Volker said that what was lll
will help investigation—and address any Spe

0 n“\"‘\v

{or Sondland while he
L /\’Smbglil :ija((ll(‘l):ﬁl?lolrnc that he had 'r’
! . { yassador Sondian i

Was onatrain trom Paris to London, Ambasss & il teae nQ 5[0ne

N s ‘

recommended 1o President Zelenskyy that he use the phrase, Rt Sl i
unturned™ with regard to “investigations” when President Zelenskyy sy i TR, l
|

President Teump,

L;‘Q ¢ ?IL.\n_on ¢ lm_pmnn th. n@\l ch 1 1@\(@(! borb /\-“
Sm‘ldlﬂnd about President Zelenskyy's coneern, '

0
R

C)n_ ..l'uly 25, Presidern 'I"rump ;-m(:l .l?l.‘e\s"i.dent Zel,ei.lsjk}’q"'-ha‘d the lo n‘iO-%W:'l
receive d no luld()llf ot lhc‘ Call hom the Whlle Hou%
issued a short. eryptic summary:. -

During a previously planned July 26 meeting, President
’-\l]l{'\ﬂ\‘\‘f-ldi)l‘ \f"o]l\‘er Emcl me Iha‘t he was happv with 't'h'e

to.u\ on tln line 01‘ contact. ‘\mvmﬂ for thu bue A
the comm;:md o Ih—ml\ul us fm security af».mxt'mce

Russian
the oth ' side o! tlu damaged br ldOL across the line ot conta
UKrainians had been killed in the war, one or two a \\eel\

undoubtedly die without the U.S. assistance.



/\IthOUgh | Shhe

rint s et the o

= fainjap ofﬁciﬂls, “?;(}I‘lt?!ng of July 26.with President Zelenskyy and other
lnside e [1 Jbt‘c‘sztjr:::11‘zlt-)z o‘l the Trum;.)-Zelenskyy call that I heard

 Dr. Hijp's recemm-. g] vernment was (ll'tl‘l.ng a phone call 1 had with Tim

me tha the el o réplacement at the NSC, on July 28. M. Morrison told
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Wil T Bart It‘ .enskyy or his stq‘f_f meet with Mr. Giuliani and Attorney General
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€ased on September 25,

On August 16, | exchanged text messages with Ambassador Volker in which |
learned that Mr. Yermak had asked that the United States submit an official request
for an investigation into Burisma’s alleged violations of Ukrainian law, if that is
what the United States desired. A formal U.S. request to the Ukrainians to conduct
an investigation based on violations of their own law struck me as improper, and |
recommended to Ambassador Volker that we “stay clear.”” To find out the legal
aspects of the question, however, | gave him the name of a Deputy Assistant
Attorney General whom I thought would be the proper point of contact for seeking
a U.S. referral for a foreign investigation.

By mid-August, because the security assistance had been held for over a month for
no reason that I could discern, I was beginning to fear that the longstanding U.S.
policy of strong support for Ukraine was shifting. I called Counselor Brechbuhl to
discuss this on August 21. He said that he was not aware of a change of U.S.
policy but would check on the status of the security assistance. My concerns
deepened the next day, on August 22, during a phone conversation with Mr. 4
Morrison. I asked him if there had been a change in policy of strong support for
Ukraine, to which he responded, “it remains to be seen.” He also told me during
this call that the “President doesn’t want to provide any assistance at all.” That
was extremely troubling to me. As I had told Secretary Pompeo in May,' if the
policy of strong support for Ukraine were to change, I would have to resign. Based

on my call with Mr. Morrison, I was preparing to do so.

Just days later, on August 27, Ambassador Bolton arrived in Kyiv and met with
President Zelenskyy. During their meeting, security assistance was not )
discussed—amazingly, news of the hold did not leak out until August 29. 1, on the
other hand, was all too aware of and still troubled by the hold. Neat the end of

Ambassador Bolton’s visit, | asked to meet him privately, during which [

expressed to him my serious concern about the withholding of military assistance

to Ukraine while the Ukrainians were defending their country from Russian
aggression. Ambassador Bolton recommended that I.send a first-person cable to
o0 -
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and transmitted such a
litary aid to

Secretary Porpeo directly, relaying my concerns, [ wrote
1en Russia was

cable on August 29, describing the “folly™ I saw in withholding mi
Ukraine at a time when hostilities were still active in the east and Wi n
watching closely to gauge the level of American support for the Ukrainian
government. 1 told the §ccrctary that I could not and would not defend such a
policy. Although I received no specific response. 1 heard that soon thereafter, the
Secretary carried the cable with him to a meeting at the White House focused on

security assistance for Ukraine.

The same day that I sent my cable to the Secretary, August 29, Mr. Yermak
contacted me and was very concerned. asking about the withheld security
assistance. The hold that the White House had placed on the assistance had just
been made public that day in a Politico story. At that point, | was embarrassed that

[ could give him no explanation for why it was withheld.

It had still not occurred to me that the hold on security assistance could be related
to the “investigations.” That, however, would soon change.

On September 1, just three days after my cable to Secretary Pompeo, President
Zelenskyy met Vice President Pence at a bilateral meeting in Warsaw. President
Trump had planned to travel to Warsaw but at the last minute had cancelled
because of Hurricane Dorian. Just hours before the Pence-Zelenskyy meeting, |
contacted Mr. Danyliuk to let him know that the delay of U.S. security assistance
was an “all or nothing™ proposition, in the sense that if the White House did not lift
the hold prior to the end of the fiscal year (September 30), the funds would expire
and Ukraine would receive nothing. 1 was hopetul that at the bilateral meeting or
shortly thereafter, the White House would lift the hold, but this was not to be.
Indeed. I received a readout of the Pence-Zelenskyy meeting over the phone from
Mr. Morrison, during which he told me President Zelenskyy had opened the
meeting by asking the Vice President about security cooperation. The Vice
President did not respond substantively, but said that he would talk to President
Trump that night. The Vice President did say that President Trump wanted the
Europeans to do more to support Ukraine and that he wanted the Ukrainians to do

more to fight corruption.

During this same phone call I had with Mr. Morrison, he went on to describe a

conversation Ambassador Sondland had with Mr. Yermak at Warsaw. _
Ambassador Sondland told Mr. Yermak that the security assistance money would

not come until President Zelenskyy committed to pursue the Burisma investication,

[ was alarmed by what Mr. Morrison told me about the Sondland-Yermak

[y
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call b & lnv?sugan?ns. Ambassador Sondland responded asking me to
aim, which I did. During that phone call, Ambassador Sondland told me that

President Trump had told him that he wants President Zelenskyy to state publicly

that Ukraine will investigate Burisma and alleged Ukrainian interference in the

2016 U.S. election.

Ambassador Sondland also told me that he now recognized that he had made a
mistake by earlier telling the Ukrainian officials to whom he spoke that a White
House meeting with President Zelenskyy was dependent on a public announcement
of investigations—in fact, Ambassador Sondland said, “everything” was dependent
on such an announcement, including security assistance. He said that President
Trump wanted President Zelenskyy “in a public box” by making a public statement

about ordering such investigations.

In the same September 1 call, I told Ambassador Sondland that President Trump
should have more respect for another head of state and that what he described was
not in the interest of either President Trump or President Zelenskyy. At that point I
asked Ambassador Sondland to push back on President Trump’s demand. .
Ambassador Sondland pledged to try. We also discussed the possibility that the
Ukrainian Prosecutor General, rather than President Zelenskyy, would make a
statement about investigations, potentially in coordination with Attorney General
Barr's probe into the investigation of interference in the 2016 elections.

The next day, September 2, Mr. Morrison called to inform me that Mr. Danyliuk
had asked him to come to his hotel room in Warsaw, where Mr. Danyliuk

expressed concern about the possible loss of U.S. support for Ukraine. In
particular, Mr. Morrison relayed to me that the inability of any U.S. officials to
respond to the Ukrainians’ explicit questions about security assistance was
troubling them. I was experiencing the same tension in my dealings with the
Ukrainians. including during a meeting I had had with Ukrainian Defense Minister

Andriy Zagordnyuk that day.

During my call with Mr. Morrison on September 2, I also briefed Mr. Motrison on
what Ambassador Sondland had told me during our call the day prior.



_ urphy for a visit to Kyiv.,
On September 5. I hosted Senators J'ohnSO“ ?er;(lxy pH)irs first question to the
During their visit. we met with Presul'cnt Ze. 2 ey recollection of the
senators was about the withheld security ass_'lstax}c i support for Ukraine in
meeting is that both senators stressed that bipartisan pet and that President
Washir;gton was Ukraine’s most important :slrateglc as; M i T
Zelenskyy should not jeopardize that bipartisan suppo Y

domestic politics. 3

I had been making (and continue to make) this point to al! of my Uk_l'tatlglan official
contacts. But the push to make President Zelenskyy publicly comm} howed
investigations of Burisma and alleged interference in the 20_16, e-!ectlt:!r: e gular
how the official foreign policy of the United States was undercut by the irregutal
efforts led by Mr. Giuliani.

Two days later, on September 7, I had a conversation with Mr. Morrison in Wh'ICh =
he described a phone conversation earlier that day between Ambas'-s:_ador Sondland f_' 7 e
and President Trump. Mr. Morrison said that he had a “sinking feelin IS
learning about this conversation from Ambassador Sondland. Ac
Morrison, President Trump told Ambassador Sondland that
“quid pro quo.” But President Trump did insist that P
microphone and say he is opening investigations of B
interference, and that President Zelenskyy should war
Morrison said that he told Ambassador Bolton and t
call between President Trump and Ambassador So

The following day, on September 8, Ambassador Sondl.
phone. He said he had talked to President Trump as I had
earlier, but that President Trump was adamant that Pi‘_
had to “clear things up and do it in public.” President
“quid pro quo.” Ambassador Sondland said that he had
Zelenskyy and Mr. Yermak and told them that, althou:
quo, if President Zelenskyy did not “clear things up™ i
“stalemate.” [ understood a “stalemate™ to mean that Uk
the much-needed military assistance. Ambassador Song
conversation concluded with President Zelenskyy agreeing t
statement in an interview with CNN. i

After the call with Ambassador Sondland on Septembert
reservations in a text message to Ambassador Sondland
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The next dav .

the Ukmi:i?;;: said to Amhassadom Sondland and Volker that “[t]he message 1o

key. With t‘he‘ IE‘J;\? R‘Ltssm?s) we send with the decision on security assistance is

s s . old, we ha\.e alrcqcl_\' shak‘cn their faith in us.” 1 also said. “I think
¥ 10 withhold security assistance for help with a political campaign.”

A ‘ml. ‘;’\\ad}_“ Sondland responded about five hours later that T was “incorrect about
resident lrun.lp s intentions. The President has been crystal. clear no quid pro
quo's ot any kind.”

B.ct’ore these text messages, during our call on September 8. Ambassador Sondland
tried to explain to me that President Trump is a businessman. When a businessman
is about to sign a check to someone who owes him something, he said, the
businessman asks that person to pay up before signing the check. Ambassador
Volker used the same terms several days later while we were together at the Yalta
European Strategy Conference. | argued to both that the explanation made no
sense: the Ukrainians did not “owe” President Trump anything, and holding up
security assistance for domestic political gain was “'crazy.” as I had said in my text
message to Ambassadors Sondland and Volker on September 9. |

Finally. I learned on September 11 that the hold had been lifted and that the
security assistance would be provided.

After [ learned that the security assistance was released on September 11,1
personally conveyed the news to President Zelenskyy and Foreign Minister
Pryvstaitko. And I again reminded Mr. Yermak of the high strategic value of
bipartisan support for Ukraine and the importance of not getting involved in other
countries’ elections. My fear at the time was that since Ambassador Sondland had
told me President Zelenskyy already agreed to do a CNN interview, President
Zelenskvy would make a statement regarding “investigations™ that would have
plaved into domestic U.S. politics. I sought to confirm through Mr. Danyliuk that
President Zelenskyy was not planning to give such an interview to the media.
While Mr. Danyliuk initially confirmed that on September 12, I noticed during a
meeting on the morning of September 13 at President Zelenskyy s office that/Mr.
Yermak looked uncomfortable in response to the question. Again, I asked Mr.
Danyliuk to confirm that there would be no CNN interview, which he did.
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[ recognize that this is a rather lengthy rec.itation of the events 9f the past few
months told from my vantage point in Kyiv. ButI also recognize the 1mportance'
of the matters your Committees are investige}ting, and I hope that this chronology
will provide some framework for your questions.

I wish to conclude by returning to the points I made at the outset. Ukraine i.s
important to the security of the United States. It has been attacked by P_‘US_Sla,
which continues its aggression against Ukraine. If we believe in the principle of

sovereignty of nations on which our security and the security of our friends and
allies depends, we must support Ukraine in its fight against its bullying neighbor.

Russian aggression cannot stand.
There are two Ukraine stories today. The first is the one we are discussing this
morning and that you have been hearing for the past two weeks. It is a rancorous
story about whistleblowers, Mr. Giuliani, side channels, quid pro quos, corruption,
and interference in elections. In this story Ukraine is an object.

one. In this second story,

But there is another Ukraine story—a positive, bipartisan
Ukraine is the subject. This one is abouf yout > people ir
struggling to break free of its past, hopk A
usher in a new Ukraine, proud of its 1§
Western institutions and enjoy a more
describes a nation developing an incli
what we in America, in our best mon
concerned about what language we
our parents and grandparents came

country. 3




Because of the Strategic importance of Ukraine in our effort to create a whole, fre
Europe, we, through Republican and Democratic administrations over three
dec.ades, have supported Ukraine. Congress has been generous over the years Wi'
assistance funding, both civilian and military, and political support. With
overwhelming bipartisan majorities, Congress has supported Ukraine with hm:fSt;
sanctions on Russia for invading and occupying Ukraine. We can be proud o at;
support and that we have stood up to a dictator’s aggression against a GEmOSEE
neighbor.

It is this second story that [ would like to leave you with today.

And [ am glad to answer your questions.




