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Inertia of the past and impacts of the future.

Political crises of 2004-05 and 2007 in Ukraine and foreign policy implications.


The year 2004 was marked by new geopolitical situation not only at the post-Soviet territory but all over Europe. The democratic revolutions in the countries of the former communistic alliance in the years 1989-1991 established the first stage of the geopolitical changes that was accomplished by NATO expansion and entrance of eight countries of the Central and Eastern Europe to the European Union (EU) in 2004. The independent Ukraine was developing not only under the influence of the processes on the European continent but the development of Ukraine even determined those processes to some extent. 

Meanwhile till the mid of the nineties, at the fist stage of Ukrainian foreign policy formation, its main goal was self-affirmation, basic principles, aims elaboration, perspective of the ways to achieve them, but the period of 1998 – 2004 can be conventionally called “struggle for rights” of Ukraine in Europe. Though some of the supporters of the European way of development qualified that period as “Eurosimulation” or “virtual Eurointegration”, so long as Kyiv instead of getting perspective view for membership in EU and NATO managed to work out the interaction model with the aforementioned institutions, but it was just the beginning.

The events of the Orange revolution of 2004 – 2005 and this year Verkhovna Rada adjournment by the President of Ukraine V. Yuschenko against clear political implication demonstrated one implicit tendency – that is the development of the Ukrainian political system,  although via really sharp inner tensions. At the beginning of the crises there is a great number of reasons, particularly, they correspond to complex combination of contradictions on the level of elites and popular awareness of the different regions of Ukraine, the struggle of two systems of common values (European and post-Soviet, the standard of which is implemented presidential style of the Russian president V. Putin) et cetera. Moreover, the simple fact is that the extensive protest  actions and re-elections in Ukraine had been formed under the influence of foreign-policy causes, having the influence  in its turn on the international environment of Ukraine existence and character of Kyiv foreign policy course.

In spite of foreign-policy aspects dimensionality of events in Ukraine in the years 2004-2005, 2007, we did not have it for our aim to present the detailed chronological survey of events, thus, in our opinion we would be confining ourselves to the main general directions, those which produce the strategic priorities of the interested party, and immediate consequences for the strategic plans of the new authority.

The Orange revolution from the point of view of the authority heredity became the demonstration of the process of the post-Soviet elite departure from the political arena. Certain ambiguity of the priorities, tendency for balancing between the centers of force but not the active game to realize the specific regional projects were intrinsic for the foreign policy of the last years. This tendency changed to a large degree after the year 2004. 

In spite of the fact that it was the Ukrainian Orange revolution that became top-story for some period in the global mass media, which covered this event in the light of development of the democracy and the civil society, one must not forget that the first robin in this process was Georgia (“the revolution of the roses”). To supersede the former president (who was known in the world as the minister of foreign affairs of the USSR during Gorbachev period) E. Shevardnadze, for the  governing period of which the crisis in the country being aggravated,  M. Saakashvili became the president of this country, who confidently and resolutely implements the policy of preparation of the country on entering NATO. After Ukraine the process of renunciation of the authorities of the governing post-Soviet elites transferred to  Kyrgyzstan, where the opposition won as well and regime of A. Akaev, during which this republic remained to be the poorest at post-Soviet territory, sank into oblivion. Riots in Uzbekistan were severely suppressed by the president of the country I. Karimov and that was much due to the fact that the world treated the Uzbek opposition with distrust as potentially pro-Islamic or the one that could undermine the stable gas supplier.

For some period, that was directly or because of coincidence, the orange colour was in fashion and that colour was duplicated by the opposition political forces not only in Europe (Rumania, Moldova etc.) but even in Mexico. It is possible to say that this colour became the symbol of the political struggle.

The orange wave inspired the post-Soviet territory with the new energy. The example of Ukraine and its active regional policy became to some extent the argument for democratization of Byelorussia and Europeanization of Russia. And though one did not manage to shatter the governing regime there greatly, nonetheless the Ukrainian events became the precedent, which can be followed further as the model for opposition actions of all those dissenting with the authoritarian regimes. The part of Russian top political circles accepted the events in Kyiv rather emotionally, they put on the scarves of the appropriate colour and thus showing the Russian community the example of the civic engagement. But for the Russian authorities the results of the elections in 2004 and the victory of the “orange” apperared to be the painful surprise. 

Ukrainian – Russian relationship are mostly regarded within the asymmetric approach, when the Russian impact on the events in Ukraine is frequently dominating and that of superior to Ukrainian counteraction. This first of all manifests itself in the information sphere as the most part of the Ukrainian population under the inertia of the Soviet times or by reason of more financial and economic power of the Russian media have stereotyped  thinking, offered by Moscow political technologists. In other words the Russian mass media are the vigorous factor of Ukrainian population political consciousness formation. 

During the stated events Moscow showed itself as the most active player, directly interested in certain election results. One of the consequences of Yanukovych support could be import to Ukraine of Putin authoritarianism, both from the point of view of political style of presidential candidate from the authorities and from the point of view of mental loyalty of the latter to Russia. Moscow political groups were directly interested in him as the most desired partner, who presented the industrial region that was dependent on the energy carriers. Thus, Russia, having interfered with the political process, tried to contribute to the authoritarian regime establishment in Ukraine and obtain one more historical possibility for own scenario implementation of post-Soviet territory political integration.1

The Russian communication media directly agitated for the candidate from the authorities V. Yanukovych. Ukrainian Orthodox Church (of Moscow Patriarchate),  for which the church orientation has political outlet for the pro-Russian geopolitical trend, used its all possibilities to influence the public opinion for the benefit of the Partiya Regioniv (Regions Party) representative, acting as one of the factors to consolidate of the pro-Russian movement. The Russian president V. Putin even made haste to congratulate Yanukovych with the victory at the elections, which were canceled very quickly and therefore the Russian diplomacy got  in a nice mess. All explicit and implicit technologies have not worked and so one can affirm that this time Ukrainian domestic events lost its both direct and indirect manageability.

Could the events of the Orange revolution contribute to the initiation of the process of authoritarian regime demolition in Russia? The Russian ruling elite became very concerned about the possibility of “Ukrainian scenario” reiteration.  The attempts of “the Orange revolution” indirect export to Russia were suppressed at the early stages. Nowadays the youth organization “Nashi” (“Our”) enjoys the biggest support of the Kremlin along with numerous similar organizations. The representatives of the above-mentioned organization confess the principles of a peculiar ideological triad: patriotism – nationalism – chauvinism. Such complex of ideas aims to draw off the youth from the opposition movements, who are considered to be the most active participants of the “orange events”. It is quite possible to assert that Russian modern political system does not have any serious opponents.  The Russian political groups are more directed to strengthen the statehood, whereas Ukrainian political groups are fighting for balanced presence in the power. This once again testifies to different vectors of political systems development of two countries.


Перепелиця Г., „Нові аспекти асиметрії україно-російських відносин: експорт помаранчевої революції чи імпорт путінського авторитаризму”, Політика і Час, №12 (2004), с.25.


What did such actions lead to? The first impression is the spacing of new Ukrainian authorities and Russian political elite. However, Russian orientated group in Ukraine became even harder but rather the marginal one. Its main argument, which is the unquestionable rate for political and economical union with Russia as the way to overcome the economic crisis and enhance the international prestige of Ukraine, does not stand critic, so far as the attempts of Moscow to introduce vertical subordinate structure  instead of effective horizontal relationship became obvious. The Ukrainian – Russian relationship lost the significant streak of reasonable politicians, who are able by their affirmative actions keep both parties from taking extremes.

The Orange revolution caused changes in the foreign-policy strategy of Ukraine pertaining to Russia. Kyiv started to strive for more economization of relationship  - realization of concrete investment or other projects, throwing away or setting aside to the background different political discrepancies. At the same time the president Yuschenko tried to develop calm dialogue at highest level. There is the proof of the great importance of the relationship with Russia for the new Ukrainian authorities, for this serves the fact that the Ukrainian president made his first foreign visit exactly to Moscow. Such policy, no matter how paradoxical it seems to be, made the negative impact on the character of the relationship with Russia. Along with this it was Russia that initiated the strict position of pressure. The facts that acknowledge this strange tendency may include the initiative of the Russian party to level up the prices for gas, sudden announcement of the Ukrainian citizens to be the personas non grata in Russia, though they were hardly concerned with foreign policy. All of this was done in response to rather legitimate action to debar Russian politicians to enter Ukraine, who in their statements prejudiced belonging of the Crimea to Ukraine.

The position of Russia can be first of all explained by emotions – Russia lost the battle for loyal to this country Ukrainian power. All former leaders of Ukraine did not want and in a greater or lesser degree could not be beyond the scope of relationship outlined by Moscow. It was the president Yuschenko who became the first figure and tried to make real balance in foreign policy of the country between the western and Russian vectors, to transfer relations in the tideway of practical steps but not just declaration or shadow arrangement. In this respect Putin surrounding dot offended with such demonstration of ingratitude. 

The last word is not superfluous within this context. The majority of both ordinary Russians and top-ranking politicians even now are sure that Russia had been sponsoring the Ukrainian economy at the expense of gas selling with the price cheaper than for Europe. At the same time it was little mentioned that the pay for this was the gradual handing in of the Ukrainian oil-refining industry. The question of gas-transmission mains transfer to Russian “Gasprom” became the order of the day. In fact Russia has been conducting pragmatical policy for a long time, taking refuge in the statements about “fellowship” and “friendship”. Really reasonable relations hit hard on imperial Russian ideology. Or in other words, what kind of Slavonic unity is there when both countries, for example, started to count the charge of staying of the Black Sea Fleet in the Crimea? Moscow is against introducing the idea on establishing free trade area but instead convinces of necessity of Common free market zone formation as another ideological revival of CIS. According to the deputy of the European safety department of the Europe Institute of Russian Academy of Sciences (Moscow) D. Danilov, Russia interprets any separate actions of neighbours as anti-Russian ones. Such “antipolicy” relative to Ukraine comes to looking-for instruments for pressure (the price of gas, turning of military technical partnership etc.) and attempts to perform on instability of inner political forces.2 Pro-Kremlin political scientist from Germany O. Rar frankly focuses his attention on one of the outcomes of this policy – “the representatives of Russian elites are not ready to acknowledge sovereignty of Ukraine totally”.3 

In fact such irritability of the Russian side could play into the hands of Ukraine. Uniqueness of the foreign policy situation around the Orange revolution is in our opinion in that fact that it caused such welcome for Kyiv geopolitical rivalry of the West and Russia around Ukraine. Being for a long time indifferent towards Ukraine, Europe, however, stirred considerably to activity on the eve of the presidential elections 2004.


Such vivacity can be accounted for by the fact that it was the first for the period of contemporary Ukrainian state there was a real possibility to have at the head of the country clearly pro-European politician – Viktor Yuschenko. The latter was rather prospective for the EU from the point of view of development of impact of the old continent on Russia. Therefore Europeans, though to a lesser degree than Russians, but still they did not get over the temptation of engaging into the Ukrainian election process.


On September 15, 2004, on the eve of the first presidential election voting,  the monitoring committee of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE) approved the declaration of the co-reporters of the committee on Ukraine, H. Severinsen and R. Volvend.  In  particular it contained  the requirement to the 

2 Ukrainian Centre for Economic and Political Studies named after Olexander Razumkov. International conference “Ukraine and its Neighbors: a Year After the Orange Revolution” (9 December 2005)

3Немецкий политолог Александр Рар: «Украина до сих пор расколота.., а в НАТО ей нечего ловить» http://daily.com.ua/analytics/page.php?id=52304  (27.11.2007)

effective for that time authority to provide the “ transparency” and “integrity” of the election process, hinting at the possibility of the other advance of the events. The declaration on its own account did not contain any references to promotion of any of the candidates but doubted the ability of the Ukrainian authorities to keep to the rules of the “fair play”.


When Yanukovych victory at the second voting was admitted by Russia and the People's Republic China, and Europe and the United States of America demanded first of all  explanations for the fixed numerous violations  during the voting.


At the height of the election campaign the Congress of the USA registered the bill, introduced by the Congressman Dana Rorabacher, which foresaw the range of sanctions against the Ukrainian governance in case of undemocratic elections. They concerned the ban on entering the USA of all those involved into falsification, freezing of bank accounts, non-granting of  loans, and even deprivation of property located at the territory of the USA. As it was directly stated by the director of the department of the Central, Eastern and Northern Europe of the National Security Council of the USA (the most active supporter of the pressure policy in the American government) D. Vilson “the minimal objective of the USA policy was to ensure the arranged vacation of seat of the Ukrainian president L. Kuchma”. Besides, during the visits of the American officials to Kyiv, they emphasized on the personal liability of the administration of the latter for the democratic elections conduct. The abuse of the tax militia, government institutions,  unequal access to mass media and the cases of the candidates intimidation during the campaign proved the facts of undemocratic regime according to Vilson.


Such actions became although not determinative but the powerful constituent of pressure on the Ukrainian authorities. The most evident result of this was that the acting for that time president Kuchma did not dare to give the order to apply the forces against the opposition that could lead to chaos and the civil war.


But there is not only the President of  Ukraine  or  western players` merit in that. In many things the mildness of the Ukrainian authorities actions was stipulated by quite active and pragmatical interest  in the European future of the country. In spite of  the political colour the interests of the those days Ukrainian political and business elites were closely intertwined between themselves and did not content  themselves  only with close collaboration with Russia and CIS.  On the contrary, it is possible to say that the Russian vector of the economical cooperation already proved its positive and negative points and there became apparent certain border of the relations development. Both countries have already worked out the model for collaboration, the character of which was normally based on mutual interest, on the competition along with this and even the conflict of interests. The part of the politicized business-elite of Ukraine was against the accelerated entering the European economical and safety structures. The abrupt junction to European prices for gas would undermine the economic might of business of the southern east of the country, which is the main sponsor of  Partiya Regioniv (Party of Regions).


In return the western markets both of securities and enterprises looked like the new place of applying efforts. The European market, where the European companies already supplied the significant part of production, first of all in the branches of metallurgy or chemistry, suddenly appeared to be admissible to advance. Considering, for instance, the experience of such Ukrainian transnational companies as (the main part of which are situated in Russian  orientated Donetsk by the way) System Capital Management or Donbass Industrial Union. The part of business-elite of  Kuchma times acts as active sponsor of the European future of Ukraine. For instance, at the expense of  V. Pinchuk, the son-in-law of the previous Ukrainian President and one of the richest persons in Ukraine, there was organized Yaltynska European Strategy (YES), within the bounds of which there have been delivered four annual meetings of the political and business elites of Ukraine and Europe. The experts of this forum made out in 2006 the analytical document “Business of the day 2020” which presents the strategy of the gradual admission of Ukraine to the European Union in 2020.


The events of Orange revolution were of political context within Europe-USA-Russia-Ukraine – for that testify greetings on account of anniversary on these events. Altogether there came 13 greetings. Of special interest are the texts of greeting messages from the former Soviet Republics but the members of the Euro-Atlantic community such as Latvia and Lithuania. In those messages the emphasis was on the euro-integration course maintenance for Ukraine, which can be regarded  as the search by the Baltic states of the mechanisms of counterbalance for Russia at the post Soviet territory.


From Asian states only the minister of foreign affairs of Japan Taro Aso sent the greeting letter addressed to the minister of foreign affairs of Ukraine B. Tarasyuk on November 28, 2005.4  Meanwhile China like Russia reacted to the Ukrainian events in its own way. The authorities of the country introduced some preventative measures to deprive mass public opposition actions. As it has been fixed by the sources of People's Republic China, the censorship was intensified, 

4 „Річниця Помаранчевої революції” http://www.mfa.gov.ua/mfa/en/publication/content/4751.html
particularly regarding the resources in the Internet. The books which sharply covered economical problems in the country, first of all at the rural area, disappeared from the bookshelves. The official Beijing showed the biggest concern on the activities of the non-government organizations, which in the opinion of Beijing are “the hands of Washington”, first of all the International  Republican Institute, the Institute of Peace, the Institute of Open Society, et cetera.5 Therefore, along with Russian Chinese political elite made the conclusion as for the external organizing stimuli and preparation of Orange revolution as peculiar political technology, disregarding the inner factors of the political hyperactivity of the Ukrainian citizens.


Thus, the western neighbors of Ukraine, Europe and the USA made a lot of promises and distributed many dividends. In the article of H. Clinton published on December 27, 2004 which is named “America has to support the struggle of Ukraine for democracy” American congressman clearly stated that “after free and honest elections in Ukraine the USA must immediately expand the desire of new Ukrainian government to join NATO…”6  After numerous statements from the European Union or the USA one could hope for speeding up the process of the Euro-Atlantic integration of Ukraine.


The Orange revolution became strong stimulus for democratization, gave new historical carte blanche to those pro-European oriented, pro-western elites of Ukraine, but from the point of view of today one can talk not about the victory of the first but about the co-optation elites of different vectors. Parliamentary elections of 2006 and re-election to the Verhovna Rada  of the year 2007 once again proved approximate equivalence f the impact of the Russophilic and pro-western foreign-policy direction. Ukraine as if historically is doomed for two-vector direction, disunity. None of the focuses for the whole history of the modern Ukrainian state had a potential for victory. According to A. Galchinsky, adviser of the ex-president L. Kuchma, the problem “East-West” is connected with the civilization specificity of our state. “Ukraine belongs to the category of civilization-split countries. Essentially it is situated on the boundary of two worlds, two cultures and mentalities, two civilizations of different vectors, that defines the objective complicacy of the state forming process, consolidation of the community…”7 
5Yongding, “China`s Color-Coded Crackdown”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=3251

6Hillary R. Clinton, “America must back Ukraine`s struggle for democracy”, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/4101841a-57ab-11d9-a8db-00000e2511c8.html The Financial Times, (December 27 2004)

7Гальчинський А.С., Помаранчева революція і нова влада, (Київ:  Либідь, 2005), с.63.

For Ukraine foreign policy orientation appears to be the inner policy support. Pro-Russian East and South and pro-western West and Centre are the strong electoral basis for the main political players. The certain part of the political elite bears understanding that such balance is not productive, but on the contrary the braking one.

The attempts to find any consensus, and to fix strategically the European choice of Ukraine, which were done by the president Viktor Yuschenko in the Universal of the national unity, signed by all parliamentary factions – failed to achieve anything. Though, to certain extent the fears of the Partiya Regioniv (Party of Regions) to lose its support in the East and South led to declarative actions only directed for Universal provisions fulfillment. Integration baits of different kind from Russia and the European Union membership appeal break the political field of Ukraine half-and-half. Although according to the programs of the parliamentary parties that went into the election this year after cold and pragmatic statements of Moscow and Brussels, one can hope for any compromise position of the parliamentary parties regarding foreign-policy priorities of Ukraine. Everything will depend on the format of the new coalition.


Did the Orange revolution set the door ajar on the way of Ukraine to the European Union?


The conceptual framework of the European future of Ukraine has been formed still during the presidency of  L. Kuchma. Contractual and legal bases for relationship with NATO and the EU have been developing. In 2002 there was worked out the plan of actions Ukraine – NATO to specify objectives and aims of introduction of the political and military reforms. In 2004 the group of Ukrainian specialists by order of the then president L. Kuchma conducted the solid investigation where the principle of structural integration was substantiated that would reflect the specific traits of the Ukrainian way of development. The main attention was attracted to the fundamentality of the inner reforms. The text of the document defined four main objectives: mastering of the innovation model, the aim of which will be considerable increase of the economy competitiveness and strengthening of Ukraine as high-technology state; realization of the strategy of the leading development; reduction of the gap in the level and quality of the life standards with countries of the EU; democratization of the social life and formation of the main principles of the civil society.  But the character of the then political regime and lack of the reforms could not contribute to the rapid materialization of the idea on Euro-Atlantic integration.


In 2005 the new government headed by Yu. Tymoshenko started the active realization of the already defined priorities, but it happened in the new more favorable surrounding, when the trust to the Ukrainian authorities both in the country and outside the country was more than ever high. The western partners of Ukraine in spite of the good fellowship but due to objective and subjective circumstances were not in a hurry to give the green light. Uncertainty with the strategy and vagueness with reforms introduction became the stone of stumbling of the Ukrainian way to Europe, like in the period of Kuchma regime.


Even new significantly pro-western the Minister of Defence of Ukraine A. Grytsenko had to state that NATO membership is not the priority as  it is necessary to settle urgent problems of the Ukrainian armed forces, first of all those ones of socio-economical character. 


Scepsis and waiting of the West are again considerably connected with the Russian factor. The speech of the Congress S. Vogrel, the specialist in European affairs of the department of the foreign affairs and trade of the Research service of the Congress are stated the thoughts concerning the support from the USA side of the desires of Kyiv to get NATO membership. If Washington dares to lobby for this idea, this may result in complications in the relations with Russia and those NATO European partners which support the position of Moscow. That is why the Secretary of State C. Rise passed an opinion that first of all the USA have to keep up the reforms in Ukraine, the military sphere including,  leaving the possibility for Kyiv to realize Euro-Atlantic dreams in the long view.8 

Later on Kyiv once again faced frosty relations in spite of the active position of the European bureaucracy during the last presidential election campaign. The EU commissioner on foreign relations and euro neighborhood policy B. Ferrero-Valdner recommended to Ukraine to abstain from applying to join the EU in order to avoid official refusal. She motivated it that though the Orange revolution demonstrated the progress of the European values and ideals in the Ukrainian society but  “one has to come back to earth and to change a lot in the economy…”. Such statement was rather negatively accepted by the part of the Ukrainian society as it completely corresponded to the point of the former president of Ukraine L. Kuchma about “building of Europe first at home and afterwards think about the membership in the European House”, that was one of the demonstrations of the indeterminate foreign policy course. Reproaches for weak reforming look considerably legitimate, but if comparing the state of affairs in Ukraine with the 

8 Steven Woehrel, „Ukraine’s Orange Revolution and U.S. Policy”,  http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/45452.pdf. (April 1, 2005)

economical characteristics of such new EU members as Bulgaria or Rumania – in many positions the latter ones are inferior to those in Kyiv. That is why as it is correctly stated in the document titled “Will the Orange revolution pay off for Ukraine”, published by the Polish S. Batory foundation, the key notion for Europen-Ukrainian relations requires specification – are there any perspectives for membership of Ukraine?9 

The experts refer such approach to the fact that the EU is going through the inner crisis, particularly concerning the prospects for future expansion. Besides, Europe is dependent on Russian gas and thus Brussels gave the sign to settle the relations with Moscow in order to leave Kyiv to be the reliable transit for Russian energy resources. In quite well-grounded opinion of the representative of  Poland K. Nalech  Ukraine is still at the periphery of the European interest and if Kyiv is strategically important partner for Poland, for Germany, for instance, the same is Russia.10  


There is no even approximate unanimity of opinion among the members of the EU on clear negotiation process on Ukraine entering the EU. In whole one can speak about the certain balance of forces of the parties: Euro skeptics of  Ukraine (France, Germany, Spain etc.) and the followers “of the European perspective of Ukraine” (the Baltic states, four countries of the Visegrad Group, Austria and North Atlantic countries).


But it is not only geo-energy factor that European scepsis as for Ukraine is based on. Part of the western analysts treated the steps of government headed by Yu. Tymoshenko rather ctitically. The director of the program on learning of Russia and Eurasia of Karnegi Fund A. Aslund called the economical course of the Ukrainian prime-minister “socialist and populist”.11 It is possible to suppose that Mr. Aslund became the victim of the informational dominance of Russian mass media and those Ukrainian mass media that belong to discontented Ukrainian oligarchial groups. Certainly West was frightened by strict administrative and other steps of the Ukrainian government, but they had to be referred to from the point of view of real temporary necessity to manage the situation existing at that time in Ukraine.

9 Will the Orange Revolution bear fruits? EU – Ukraine relations in 2005 and the beginning  of 2006 ( Stephan Batory Foundation Warsaw, May 2005), pp.13,40.

10 Ukrainian Centre for Economic and Political Studies named after Olexander Razumkov. International conference “Ukraine and its Neighbors: a Year After the Orange Revolution” (9 December 2005)

11 Anders Aslund, „Why Tymoshenko's Figures Didn't Add Up”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=17450&prog=zru


The Orange revolution did not bring any revolutionary changes in the foreign policy. Ukraine exhausted its advances very quickly. But Ukrainian foreign policy became less multiple-vector, thus more concentrated on Europe.12 
The political crisis in Ukraine this year (2007) once again testified to relative parity between pro-western and pro-Russian political forces. The behavior of the foreign policy actors this time was also very much alike to reaction during the Orange revolution. The role of external factors in solution of this domestic-policy conflict between the president and the parliament was rather meaningful. Though, the strategy of  Russia and Europe regarding Ukraine did not change, but the tactics of interest achievement underwent some changes.


On April 2, 2007 the president of Ukraine V.  Yuschenko signed the decree on dissolution of Verhovna Rada of Ukraine of the fifth convocation, as the result of which the confrontation between the legislative and executive authorities from one side and pro-western head of the state from the other side became more strained. There is this or that political dominant behind each of these authority branches. The parliament and the cabinet council have been formed as a result of coalition formation from the representatives of the Partiya Regioniv (Party of Regions), communists and socialists who sharply or occultly negatively treat the idea of Ukraine membership in the EU and NATO in their foreign policy statements. In connection to this pro-western intentions of the head of the Ukrainian state were not just constantly blocked by the parliament and the cabinet council but were generally prejudiced. 


The leaders of these political parties that were included into the governing coalition called the international community to interfere in the situation in Ukraine. It is interesting that anti western regionals, communists and socialists chose Europe to be the main arbiter of the conflict. Appeals of Yanukovych (the prime-minister), Moroz (the head of Verhovna Rada) and P. Symonenko (the leader of communists) were directed not only to the ambassadors of the states accredited in Ukraine but to the appropriate bodies of the EU, specifically to the Parliamentary Assembly of Council of Europe.


The position of the western states was active this time again. The head of  PACE mission H. Severinsen marked at the press-conference that the work of the Central Election Committee  (which mainly consisted of the representatives of the parliamentary majority) was turned into a political issue, especially what concerns the registration of the parties and alliances to participate in the elections. That was 

12 Ukrainian Centre for Economic and Political Studies named after Olexander Razumkov. International conference “Ukraine and its Neighbors…”
done at the period when it became known that the most powerful political force that was in opposition to Yanukovych course – Yuliya Tymoshenko block – was refused in registration. In the statement of the Secretary General of Council of Europe T. Davis there was the hidden support to the president Yuschenko and his decision on Rada dissolution. While the conduct of the early parliamentary elections was brought into a question , Council of Europe representative stated that in case of non-fulfilment of the arrangements on elections conduct the international reputation of Ukraine would suffer greatly. That was the hint to the leaders of the governing coalition to stop war of the declarations but to accept the early election span.


One of the distinctions of the situation of the year 2007 from the events of the years 2004-05 was that Poland, perhaps the main guide of the interests of Ukraine in Europe, was rather passive if not critical. And the representative of this country, the vice-president of  Euro Parliament  M. Sivets mentioned that  “leaders` ambitions” are in the basis of the political crisis. Even the former president of the country O. Kvasnevsky did not say about the support of this or that party but he declared the thesis that the political crisis is the domestic issue of  Ukraine or the ordinary political conflict which is to be settled straight by the opposing sides. Morover, Kvasnevsky directly expressed the thought that “Europe is already tired of the Ukrainian crises”.


The meeting of the presidents V. Yuschenko and V. Putin was canceled in the conditions of the extremely tense foreign policy situation, when one of the possible scenario was the forceful resolution of the conflict.  One of the possible contexts is hidden in the fact that Moscow on the eve of the early parliamentary elections did not intend to strengthen the political positions of the Ukrainian president, motivating the contacts freezing by different references.


In general Ukrainian 2007 early elections to Verhovna Rada became one more additional chance for Russia to recover what was lost in 2004-05. Against the background of the unstable relations between Russia and Byelorussia in the Russian political circles possible change of Lukashenko for Yanukovych, as new active co-signatory of Russia in the near abroad, was talked about. It was from this point of view that Russian mass media commented the signing of Memorandum on friendship and cooperation with Partiya Regioniv (Party of Regions) by Putin party “Yedinaya Rossiya”. And this indirect pre-election technological step (the majority of Ukrainian population , especially in the East and the South refer positively the policy of the Russian president ) did not promote the victory of the Ukrainian partner. At the moment these lines were written the unsteady in the number of deputies coalition between two parts of  “the Orange block” was formed in the Ukrainian parliament – Block of Yuliya Tymoshenko and “Our Ukraine – Narodna samooborona”.


The political crises in Ukraine in 2004-2005 and 2007 afforded the ground for the observers to make the conclusion that Kyiv belong to the group of the so called “unstable democracies” where also Poland, Hungary, Rumania and others are included. One of the main characteristics of such political systems type is the lack of powerful parties that are able to win the elections and form the government on their own, which results in forming the unstable coalitions in particular. But in Ukraine this peculiarity is essentially intensified by the vicinity of Russia which tries to affect the political processes, thus having the roundabout struggle with the EU and the USA for the spheres of influence in Europe. Besides, unlike the European neighbours in Ukraine there is the legible dividing line between the pro-European parties from one side and those are directly or indirectly for more profound relations in the eastern direction. Each of these parties has the stable electoral regional basis and the body of electors is divided approximately by halves at a scale of the country. But as it was aforementioned such imbalance has perspective to be graded from above, as the political and business elites are more and more interested in European space, which is more attractive and democratic for Ukraine. Only the point is to what extent Europe is consistent, reasoned and in what measure Ukraine will introduce more radical reforms, creating effective European image.

