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YUSHCHENKO, 

YANUKOVYCH BATTLE 

FOR CONTROL 

OF SECURITY SERVICES 

January 25, 2007

Last week the head of Ukraine’s parliamentary committee on national security and defense,

Anatoliy Kinakh, accused the general prosecutor’s office, the Security Service (SBU), and law

enforcement of beginning to act on the basis of political orders (Ukrayinska pravda, January 19).

Kinakh’s concern was related to the tug of war and institutional conflict in Ukraine during its

constitutional crisis, which is now spilling over into the field of civil-military relations. 

Kinakh, head of the Party of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs (PPPU), defected from the Leonid

Kuchma camp to Viktor Yushchenko during the second round of the 2004 presidential elections

after he himself obtained 1.98% in the first round of voting. In the 2006 elections the PPPU

joined the Our Ukraine bloc, thereby strengthening the business component that preferred a

coalition with the Party of Regions to one with the Yulia Tymoshenko bloc.

President Yushchenko has been unsuccessful in his attempts to place the security forces under

democratic control. Under the reformed constitution, the president controls the appointments

of the SBU chairman, prosecutor general, National Security and Defense Council (NRBO)

secretary, and foreign and defense ministers. 

Surprisingly, the first two positions have been given to individuals who turned out to be not fully

loyal to the president or, in the case of Svyatoslav Piskun (December 2004-October 2005), only

there to defend the granting of immunity to Kuchma and other high ranking officials. Foreign

Minister Tarasyuk was unconstitutionally dismissed in December (see EDM, January 24) and

the NRBO was given to the head of the Industrial Union of Donbas, who has little experience

in international affairs. President Yushchenko lost control over the Interior Ministry (MVS)

when his candidate, Yuriy Lutsenko, was removed after Our Ukraine went into opposition to the

Anti-Crisis coalition. 
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The SBU never fully came under Yushchenko’s control after he took office in January 2005. The

SBU’s high involvement in corruption and its links to local political and business elites

undoubtedly prevented this smooth transition to the Orange administration. 

The presidential secretariat has understood the importance of reforming the SBU yet been

unable to put forward a concrete strategy (Ukrayinska pravda, December 9, 2006). 

Parliament’s ruling coalition is also proving to be obstructive to reforms. Yushchenko has called

for the creation of a “National Commission on Reforming the SBU” (Ukrayinska pravda,

December 11, 2006). 

In an attempt to place loyal cadres in the senior ranks of the SBU, Yushchenko appointed

Hennadiy Moskal as its deputy head on January 9. This is Moskal’s fourth position in less than

two years, during which he has moved from governor of Luhansk and Trans-Carpathia, to deputy

head of the MVS, and most recently the president’s representative in the Crimea. 

The biggest blows to Yushchenko’s authority have come in the Ministry of Emergency Situations,

the government, and the MVS, where personnel changes have been approved that threaten the

democratic gains of the Orange Revolution. Nestor Shufrych, a leading member of the Social

Democratic Party-United (SDPUo), whose reputation is stained by corruption, election fraud,

and the use of antagonistic rhetoric against his opponents, was appointed minister of emergency

situations. Shufrych was brought back from the political wilderness as a Crimean Supreme Soviet

deputy after the SDPUo failed to enter the current parliament. 

Previously SBU chairman, MVS head, and NRBO secretary, Volodymyr Radchenko was

appointed deputy prime minister on January 12 after five months as Prime Minister

Yanukovych’s adviser. Radchenko told parliament that he would assist in coordinating the

security forces, a step that would bring him into conflict with the NRBO, which has the same

function at the president’s behest. 

Radchenko’s background was in the Soviet KGB, which he joined in 1972 at a time of widespread

arrests of Ukrainian dissidents and purges of cultural elites following the dismissal of Communist

Party of Ukraine secretary Petro Shelest. Former dissident Volodymyr Malynkovych described

Radchenko as somebody who “repressed dissidents, those who fought for human rights,

democracy, and Ukraine’s freedom” (Ukrayinska pravda, January 12). 

The Socialist Party (SPU) in the governing coalition agreed to support the removal of Lutsenko

as MVS head only if it obtained this ministry. Lutsenko was a long time SPU member until his

resignation from the party in protest of its defection from the Orange camp to Yanukovych. 
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MVS head Vasyl Tsushko has installed new deputies who have poor reputations from the Kuchma

era while also demanding that regional MVS chiefs with Orange sympathies be transferred to

other duties. These include Mykola Plekhanov who, as head of the Sumy oblast MVS, sent police

units against students marching on Kyiv in summer 2004, and Vasyl Marmazov from the

Communist Party (Ukrayinska pravda, December 12, 2006, January 18).

The most criticized appointment as deputy head of the MVS and head of the MVS General Staff

has been that of Serhiy Popkov, who was commander of MVS Internal Troops from November

2004-February 2005. 

On November 28, 2004, Popkov, on the instructions of then-president Kuchma, Prime Minister

Yanukovych and MVS Minister Mykola Bilokin (who remains in exile in Russia after fleeing

criminal charges) dispatched MVS troops with live ammunition to central Kyiv to suppress the

Orange Revolution. MVS troops only returned to their barracks after highlevel diplomatic

intervention from the United States, encountering blocked roads leading into Kyiv, and open

support given to the protestors by military ground forces. 

In a rare display of unity the Tymoshenko Bloc, Our Ukraine, and Yushchenko protested the

return of Popkov to the MVS. Parliamentary speaker Moroz warned that public opinion should

have been taken into account when making this decision (Ukrayinska pravda, January 11, 12). 

Prime Minister Yanukovych meanwhile, described Popkov as “an expert of the highest kind who

commands great respect.” Yanukovych continued, “There was never any infringements on his

part throughout his entire career during which he worked in a qualitative manner” (Ukrayinska

pravda, January 12). 
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UKRAINE’S CRISIS NEEDS 

A FIRM RESPONSE

April 4, 2007 

By Viktor Yushchenko

The ultimate responsibility of my office is to uphold the constitution and ensure that political

affairs are conducted in accordance with its principles. That has always been my overriding

priority because Ukraine’s acceptance as a normal European democracy depends on it. It is

essential to the realisation of our most important national goals.

Ukraine’s young democracy today faces a new and dangerous challenge, one that requires a firm

and immediate response. It comes from a ruling coalition that has exceeded its mandate and

attempted to monopolise political power, even at the cost of violating the constitution and

ignoring the democratically expressed wishes of the Ukrainian people.

Since the new government was formed last summer, I have repeatedly tried to persuade Viktor

Yanukovich, the prime minister, to govern in a spirit of national unity and reconciliation. Instead,

the ruling coalition has waged a relentless campaign to overturn both the constitutional balance

of power and the results of the last parliamentary elections. This situation cannot persist. I have

been left with no choice but to dissolve parliament and call a fresh round of parliamentary

elections for May 27. It is an extreme measure, but I am also clear that the Ukrainian national

interest demands it.

In a democracy, the people must always be the final arbiters of power. Only by trusting in the

wisdom of the Ukrainian people can we break this political deadlock and create the consensus

necessary for our country to move forward again.

I make no apologies for trying to reach a broad political understanding in the difficult

circumstances created by last year’s parliamentary elections. As president, I saw it as my duty to

put the long-term interests of Ukraine before personal preference or partisan advantage. I

considered it an important test of our political maturity.

It is quite common in advanced democratic societies for elections to produce results that oblige

political opponents to govern in partnership. Germany today is governed by a “grand coalition”
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of left and right. France has experienced periods of “cohabitation”. The American constitution

seems to invite it, with the White House and Congress occupied by different political parties

more often than not.

In spite of this, these societies remain stable, prosperous and well-governed. In each case the

political elites understand that there is something more important at stake than the pursuit of

political power. Respecting the wishes of their voters, they seek to share power in the national

interest.

Of course, ideas and policies are contested and debated, often in very robust terms. But all sides

observe limits in order to prevent political competition from damaging the fabric of democratic

life. When that becomes a risk, they choose compromise instead of confrontation. Above all, they

respect their own constitutions and maintain the checks and balances essential to prevent

monopolistic abuses of power.

It was in that spirit that I reached out to Mr Yanukovich after it became clear that the Orange

parties would not be able to form a majority coalition last summer. After everything that had

happened before, no one should be in any doubt that it was a very difficult personal decision to

make. But it was also one that I firmly believed to be in Ukraine’s best interests.

As part of that process I negotiated a declaration of national unity in order to bind president and

government to a common platform setting out coherent and realisable goals in line with the

aspirations of the Ukrainian people. It was on the basis of that historic compromise that I hoped

to consolidate Ukraine’s democratic transformation.

It is with great regret that I have to say that the spirit of reconciliation and compromise required

to make that arrangement a success has not been reciprocated by the ruling coalition. They have

consistently acted in bad faith. Instead of respecting the agreement to share power, they have

sought to undermine it by grabbing more power for themselves at every opportunity and with

every means available. Instead of respecting the wishes of the Ukrainian people expressed freely

at the ballot box, they have used subterfuge to alter the parliamentary balance in an entirely

undemocratic manner.

These are not the actions of responsible democrats. They reflect attitudes and behaviour that the

Ukrainian people had every reason to believe had been consigned to our past. Instead, it seems

that we must fight and defeat them once again.

For me, this is a matter of supreme national importance. If Ukraine is to be recognised as an

integral part of the community of European democracies, it is imperative that this crisis is
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resolved in line with our own constitutional principles. How can we be trusted to respect the rule

of international law if we cannot respect the rule of law at home?

I hope Mr Yanukovich will come to see that new elections are the only appropriate way to resolve

this crisis. Genuine democrats should never fear the verdict of the people. Only those who remain

stubbornly attached to the old ways should want our political future to be decided by intrigues and

backroom deals. Ukraine needs to show that it has left all that behind.

The writer is president of Ukraine
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YUSHCHENKO RADICALIZES 

AS POLITICAL CRISIS DEEPENS

April 06, 2007

On Monday, April 2, President Viktor Yushchenko issued a decree disbanding parliament and

plunging Ukraine into a political crisis (see EDM, April 4). Elections are set for May 27 — before

the Constitutional Court will rule on the legality of the decree. 

Yushchenko is a highly cautious and moderate politician who had previously ruled out

disbanding parliament. Until mid-March only the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc supported a call for

early elections, which were officially not due until March 2011. In the two weeks prior to the

decree, Yushchenko, the presidential secretariat, Our Ukraine, and former interior minister

Yuriy Lutsenko, who heads the Self-Defense NGO, shifted to the Tymoshenko Bloc’s position. 

There are at least five reasons for the shift: 

First, a sense of deja vu surrounding Anatoliy Kinakh’s appointment as minister of economics

(EDM, March 27), which has echoes of events in 2002, when the pro-presidential majority

bribed Liberals and Trade Unionists to defect from Our Ukraine. This gave Yushchenko his

strongest legal argument that the ongoing “buying” of deputies was altering the outcome of the

2006 elections. Since April 2004 it has been illegal for deputies to change factions. 

Second, last month police raided Lutsenko’s apartment and arrested members of Self-Defense.

Again this felt familiar, as weapons and explosives were reportedly planted to incriminate them as

alleged “terrorists.” In October 2004 the police planted explosives in the offices of Pora, a youth-

oriented NGO, and accused them of being “terrorists” (EDM, September 30, 2004). 

Third, the cancellation of the popular “Toloka” television program on State Channel 1 brought

back memories of media censorship. 

Fourth, the March 28 contract killing of Maksym Kurochkin, head of the pro-Yanukovych

“Russian Club” during the 2004 elections. His high-profile political and business ties to the

regime of former president Leonid Kuchma complimented Kurochkin’s links to organized crime. 

Finally, there is also a personal factor. Yushchenko’s decision to disband parliament came after

repeated provocations against him from the Anti-Crisis coalition and government.
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On numerous occasions the coalition and government has repeatedly and unnecessarily

embarrassed the president. These included the unconstitutional dismissal of Foreign Minister

Borys Tarasyuk, refusal to accept the president’s choice for his replacement, the law on the

cabinet of ministers, the refusal to join the president’s constitutional commission to improve the

hastily adopted reforms, attempts at removing governors, and not implementing the August 2006

“Universal Agreement.” 

Threats to change the constitution to make Russian a second state language and the refusal to

vote in favor of the law on the 1933 artificial famine damaged relations with Yushchenko further.

These are emotional and non-negotiable issues for national democrats. 

The current political crisis is, in part, a product of the unfinished nature of the Orange

Revolution. Yanukovych and his allies were never punished for election fraud in 2004, even

though the Supreme Court ruled on December 3, 2004, that those involved in mass fraud should

be criminally charged. 

The unwillingness on the part of the Yanukovych camp to accept guilt for election fraud, coupled

with Yushchenko’s lack of political will to prosecute, has led to the current impasse. The

coalition and government have returned many odious officials from the Kuchma regime,

ignoring how this would be perceived in the Orange camp. 

Professor Olexiy Haran of the Kyiv Mohyla Academy told EDM, “All the events after the signing of

the Universal [Agreement] showed that the Party of Regions [was] not ready to find a compromise

and wanted to monopolize power in the country and to return Ukraine to the Kuchma era”.

In a significant return to past practices, on April 3 parliament voted to reinstate the 2004 Central

Election Commission (CEC), which was involved in election fraud. Former CEC chairman Serhiy

Kivalov is a Party of Regions deputy who refuses to accept any implication in election fraud. 

The 2004 CEC had been reformed as part of the December 8, 2004, compromise that resulted in

a repeat of the second round of the elections and constitutional reforms that reassigned many

presidential powers to parliament. 

The Security Service threatened to prosecute anybody attempting to change the CEC put in

place after December 8, 2004. The parliamentary decision also radicalized the CEC, moving it

from a middle-of-the-road position to agreeing to organize early elections in May. 

The decision to reinstate the discredited CEC opens up a Pandora’s box that could unravel the

December 2004 compromise. Constitutional reforms could also be deemed illegitimate. 
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U.S. Judge Bohdan Futey, an expert on Ukrainian law, told EDM, “The reforms are illegitimate

and unconstitutional. The Rada and the Cabinet are abusing the reforms, as their aim is to curtail

the powers of the presidency and to change the constitution.” According to Futey, deputies’

changing affiliations is unconstitutional, but Yushchenko’s decree is not. 

An alternative solution to the crisis, supported by Western governments and the EU, is to seek a

compromise. Yanukovych has proposed a “zero option” whereby the coalition would step back

by canceling the law on the cabinet of ministers, prohibiting deputies from president would

cancel his decree. 

Reaching a compromise is difficult, however, due to the Yushchenko team’s lack of trust in

Yanukovych, following repeated examples of bad faith. Yushchenko is also reluctant to cancel his

decree, as this would transform him into a lame-duck president. 

If Ukraine holds elections next month, the results will be similar to those a year ago, except the

Socialists will not enter parliament. The choice will again be an Orange or Grand coalition. The

Anti-Crisis coalition is dead and buried. 
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OUR UKRAINE AND 

VIKTOR YUSHCHENKO 

REVIVE THEIR FORTUNES

Ukrayinska Pravda

April 7-18, 2007 

Zerkalo Tyzhnia

April 14-20, 2007

On April 18, the opposition Yulia Tymoshenko (BYuT) and Our Ukraine blocs permanently

withdrew their deputies from Ukraine’s parliament. Together, the factions account for 202 of the

Rada’s 450 deputies. With no constitutional majority, the parliament —which was disbanded by

presidential decree on April 2 — has no legal standing. A minimum of 300 deputies is required

for parliament to constitutionally operate.

This move is the culmination of eight months of political fighting between Prime Minister Viktor

Yanukovych and his government and the disunited and partially discredited opposition. But now

the opposition has transformed into an energized political force. Reflecting this growing

confidence, President Viktor Yushchenko, Our Ukraine, and Yuriy Lutsenko’s People’s Self-

Defense movement no longer oppose early elections.

Opposition unity was made possible by a shift in the balance of power within Our Ukraine and an

effort to reach out to the Tymoshenko bloc. BYuT had always been in opposition to the Anti-

Crisis Coalition (ACC) and had never supported a grand coalition with Yanukovych’s Party of

Regions. Following the 2004 Orange Revolution, the “Liubi Druzi” (business cronies or “Dear

Friends”) wing of Our Ukraine had dominated, and then-prime minister Yuriy Yekhanurov

disastrously led it during the 2006 parliamentary elections.

The “Liubi Druzi” supported a grand coalition — and opposed Yulia Tymoshenko — while the

national-democratic wing backed an Orange coalition. Both coalition variants were negotiated

simultaneously from April-June 2006 but neither succeeded, and the ACC was established

following the defection of the Socialist Party.

In August 2006 all parliamentary forces except BYuT signed a “Universal Agreement” that

created a still-larger grand coalition, now including the Communists. Two months later Our
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Ukraine pulled out and declared itself in opposition to the ACC. It took another four months

before Our Ukraine signed an opposition alliance with BYuT. The alliance reflected the new

dominance of Our Ukraine’s national-democratic wing.

The “Liubi Druzi” opposed the opposition alliance and, together with inducements such as

government positions, prompted defections to the ACC the following month, led by Anatoliy

Kinakh’s Party of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs (PPPU).

A second echelon of defectors came from “Liubi Druzi” closer to President Yushchenko’s inner

circle. Petro Poroshenko was offered the position of minister of finance and was reportedly

considering defecting. Poroshenko had been a founding organizer of the Party of Regions in

2000-2001 until moving to Our Ukraine in 2002.

Yushchenko had called for Our Ukraine to be “radically overhauled.” The withdrawal of

Kinakh’s PPPU has been followed by the marginalization of “Liubi Druzi” such as Poroshenko,

and the culling of other unpopular parties and discredited members. Two of Our Ukraine’s

remaining four parties have joined the Ukrainian Rightists bloc, while another has joined

People’s Self-Defense. The fourth party, the Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists, was not invited

to join any bloc because its leader, former Naftohaz CEO Oleksiy Ivchenko, was discredited two

years ago when it was revealed that he had purchased a $225,000 Mercedes car with Naftohaz

Ukrainy state funds.

Yushchenko’s decision to dissolve parliament served as a pre-emptive strike against further

defections that threatened to lead to a constitutional majority. Yushchenko, Our Ukraine, and

the People’s Self-Defense embraced BYuT’s call for early elections after Kinakh’s defections and

the police raids on Lutsenko’s apartment and offices. People’s Self-Defense was established by

Our Ukraine businessmen, such as Davyd Zhvannia, who had become discontented by the

“Liubi Druzi.”

On March 31, the Our Ukraine congress elected Vyacheslav Kyrylenko as its head. This

confirmed a national-democratic takeover, as Kyrylenko is a former member of Yuriy Kostenko’s

Ukrainian People’s Party (UNP), one of three offshoots of the pre-1999 Rukh movement.

This development was matched by the change in leadership of the presidential secretariat. Viktor

Baloha is the third secretariat head since Yushchenko’s election and the first with managerial

skills. Baloha, like Kyrylenko, is a national democrat and closer to BYuT. The two ousted

secretariat heads (Oleksandr Zinchenko, Oleh Rybachuk) and former Our Ukraine head

(Yekhanurov) are aligned with the “Liubi Druzi.”
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Kyrylenko has ruled out any grand coalition after the elections. “We are strong members of the

united opposition and are going into elections practically as one front, and, I think, that

democracy will again flourish,” he said. Yushchenko has called for the creation of a mega center-

right “pro-presidential bloc.” Baloha is seeking to unite the disparate center-right into such a bloc.

Currently the center-right is divided among Our Ukraine, the Ukrainian Rightists (Rukh, UNP,

and the Republican Party ‘sobor”) and Lutsenko’s bloc (People’s Self-Defense, Christian-

Democratic Union, European Platform, and Forward Ukraine!). Center-right unity would

facilitate a two-pronged right-left opposition with BYuT representing the center-left wing.

The opposition more closely resembles that found in the 2002 and 2004, rather than the 2006,

elections. However, in the 2002 and 2004 elections the opposition still had moderate (Our

Ukraine) and radical (BYuT, SPU) wings. Now, Our Ukraine has moved from a moderate to a

BYuT radical stance for the first time in its six-year history.

These developments explain both President Yushchenko’s radicalized stance and the unity of the

opposition. The Party of Regions has been taken aback by this new opposition energy and unity

and remains in a state of denial that Our Ukraine and Yushchenko have the same stance as BYuT.

“Inside Our Ukraine and BYuT there are principled differences on tactics that its leaders are

proposing,” Party of Regions faction leader Raisa Bohatiorova believes.

The ACC has sought to appease Yushchenko by dealing with many of the issues that provoked him

to act and support BYuT’s call for early elections, hoping to again divide Our Ukraine and BYuT.

After parliament was disbanded the ACC voted to eject deputies who had defected to it, and it has

agreed to support the imperative mandate and transforming the 2006 Universal into law.

Yushchenko’s handling of the crisis, the revamped Our Ukraine, and opposition unity have

ramifications for the 2009 elections, which is far enough in the future to rebuild Yushchenko’s

popularity. In the last month, Yushchenko’s ratings have increased nearly two-fold from 11% to 18%.

Although Yushchenko’s ratings remain half those of Yanukovych (35%) he now has pulled even

with Tymoshenko, and together the two Orange candidates have 35%. With the same ratings as

Tymoshenko, Yushchenko can now argue that he should be the Orange candidate, something he

could not plausibly do before the crisis.
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NEW ELECTIONS FOR UKRAINE

The Washington Times

May, 2007 

Ukraine entered its fifth crisis recently after President Viktor Yushchenko disbanded parliament

and called early elections. Premier Viktor Yanukovich has used the crisis to portray an alleged

new democratic image by staking out a claim that he is pro-Western and holds democratic values.

Such an image is fundamentally flawed by Ukraine’s domestic realities. 

Mr. Yanukovich has never reconciled himself to his defeat during the hotly contested 2004

Ukrainian elections. He has never acknowledged his widespread use of election fraud that the

Supreme Court condemned and used to justify overturning his election. Indeed, Mr. Yanukovich

blocked attempts at punishing his allies who organized of massive election fraud and the

poisoning of his opponent. 

In fact, discredited Chairman of the Central Election Commission (CEC) Sergei Kivalov,

intimately involved in organizing election fraud at the time, was elected to parliament in Mr.

Yanukovich’s Party of Regions. Mr. Yanukovich’s election allies have reinstated Mr. Kivalov as

CEC chairman in what can only be seen as a slap in the face to the millions of Ukrainians who

braved the cold weather to stand on the streets of Kiev during the Orange Revolution in 2004. 

Mr. Yanukovich’s government was formed eight months ago in a coalition with the Stalinist

communists and anti-reform Socialists. His nondemocratic instincts have repeatedly come to the

fore in his penchant to upset the balance of power put in place by constitutional reforms. 

Mr. Yanukovich’s coalition and government have further damaged their claim to uphold

democratic values by refusing to recognize the fundamental basis of any democracy. Mr.

Yanukovich’s coalition has bribed opposition parliamentarians with the aim of creating a super-

constitutional majority that could ignore presidential vetoes, and has refused to adopt a law

giving rights to the opposition. 

Ukraine’s constitutional crisis has been brought about by Mr. Yanukovich’s greed for power and

his desire for revenge for his 2004 defeat. Two years ago, the Council of Europe ruled that the

constitutional reforms were adopted illegally by the Ukrainian parliament. A recent resolution by

the Council concluded that the current crisis is due to the hasty and incomplete constitutional

and political reform of 2004, under which a number of changes have been introduced to the
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Constitution of Ukraine without taking into account the reservations of the Venice Commission

and without holding a comprehensive public debate in the country.

The Council further criticized the government as having ignored repeated calls on the Ukrainian

authorities to address these issues as a matter of urgency, in order to secure the legitimacy of the

constitutional changes of 2004 and their compliance with European standards. 

Premier Yanukovich’s Party of Regions paralyzed the constitutional court by blocking the

allocation of judges by parliament. His coalition has refused to join the president’s constitutional

commission to overcome major shortcomings in the constitutional reforms and instead has

sought to change the constitution toward a full parliamentary republic. 

Mr. Yushchenko is not a radical by nature — but he was forced into an impossible position where

he could (1) do nothing and see an authoritarian parliamentary republic emerge led by Mr.

Yanukovich or (2) disband parliament to re-establish the constitutional balance of power and

hold fresh elections.

New elections remain the only peaceful manner for voters in a democratic society to express their

opinion. As the Council of Europe’s recent resolution stated, early elections are a normal

practice in all democratic countries of the Council of Europe and as such could be accepted as a

key building block of the political compromise. 

The crisis should be resolved by the Ukrainians — without international mediators. A long-

lasting resolution should include early elections and a compromise that annuls the

unconstitutional steps undertaken by Mr. Yanukovich’s coalition allies. Without these steps,

Ukraine will plunge into another crisis in the near future. 

The United States and the trans-Atlantic community should continue to support strongly Orange

democratic values during the current crisis in Ukraine. Only President Yushchenko and Mr.

Tymoshenko, the opposition leader, remain committed to the values enshrined by the Orange

Revolution, and only they remain Ukraine’s true pro-Western leaders.
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UKRAINE’S COMMUNISTS 

AND SOCIALISTS LEFT BEHIND 

BY PARLIAMENTARY ELECTION DEAL

May 11, 2007

Ukraine’s constitutional crisis seemed resolved on May 4, when Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych

agreed to early parliamentary elections. But the date of the vote cannot be finalized until a

compromise package of legislative and constitutional changes is adopted (see EDM, May 4, 9).

President Viktor Yushchenko has to choose whether to go ahead with the vote on July 1 or July 8,

before the summer recess. Alternatively, he could hold them in September or October, as the pro-

Yanukovych Anti-Crisis Coalition (ACC) prefers. However, the adoption of the necessary legal

package is being dragged out by the two left-wing members of the ACC, the Socialists (SPU) and

Communists (KPU), who are as much to blame for the crisis as they are for holding up its resolution.

The KPU have been in catastrophic decline since the 2002 parliamentary elections, when they

placed second, trailing Our Ukraine. While the KPU obtained 20% of the votes in 2002, by 2006

their support collapsed to only 3.66%, with most KPU voters, especially in the Donbas and

Crimea, defecting to Yanukovych’s Party of Regions.

The SPU and KPU fear being shut out of the next parliament and disappearing as a political

force. The Socialists’ votes would likely be picked up by the center-left Yuriy Lutsenko and Yulia

Tymoshenko (BYuT) blocs. Lutsenko resigned from the SPU when it defected from

Yushchenko’s camp to the Party of Regions in July 2006, giving it sufficient votes to create the

ACC. The Socialists and Communists fear that the Party of Regions will enter a grand coalition

with Yushchenko’s Our Ukraine, rather than them, in the new parliament.

The SPU emerged while the KPU was banned from August 1991 to October 1993 for its support

of the hard-line August 1991 Moscow putsch. It later re-established itself as a left-wing force

opposed to the centrist-national democratic alliance that ruled Ukraine until 2000-2001, when

the controversy over abuse of office surrounding then-President Leonid Kuchma divided them

into warring camps.
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The center-left SPU and BYuT dominated the anti-Kuchma movement, while Yushchenko and

his national-democratic allies supported Kuchma as the head of state and opposed his

impeachment. They alternated between giving half-hearted support to the protests and seeking

to build a coalition with the moderate wing of the pro-Kuchma centrist camp. Consequently, on

the eve of the 2004 elections SPU leader Oleksandr Moroz, currently speaker of parliament, was

one of only two politicians who Ukrainians believed to have high moral standards. The other was

Yushchenko.

This image is misleading. Moroz has been tainted by scandal himself. The SPU actually

cooperated with the center-left Hromada party in 1998-99 when it was led by former prime

minister Pavlo Lazarenko, who fled to the United States in 1999. A U.S. court later sentenced

Lazarenko to nine years in prison on money-laundering charges. In addition, the SPU and KPU,

like the left throughout the former USSR, have always opposed the institution of the presidency.

In 2003-2004 they cooperated with pro-Kuchma centrists to back constitutional reforms

transforming Ukraine from a semi-presidential to a parliamentary republic.

Ukraine’s hastily adopted and flawed constitutional reforms, coupled with the Socialists’ use of

illegal methods to railroad these reforms through parliament, are at the heart of Ukraine’s

current crisis. On the eve of Yushchenko’s April 2 decree dissolving parliament, the SPU and

KPU boasted that a new constitutional majority would be created by summer. Ukraine would be

transformed into a full parliamentary republic, leaving Yushchenko a lame-duck president.

Yushchenko’s fate has been linked with Moroz for at least three years. Moroz won 5.82% of the

vote in the first round of the 2004 presidential elections and agreed to back Yushchenko in the

runoff with Yanukovych. However, in return he demanded that Yushchenko support

constitutional reforms, which he agreed to do on December 8, 2004. Yushchenko’s condition was

that the reforms not come into effect until 2006 rather than immediately after his election, as the

centrists and the left wanted.

The left’s eagerness to railroad the reforms through was flawed in five ways.

First, the legislation was not considered over two parliamentary sessions and was approved

without a separate vote on each article.

Second, parliament — then still controlled by Kuchma loyalists — ignored the Council of

Europe’s June 2005 recommendations on constitutional reform. The Venice Commission, the

CoE’s legal advisory panel, recommended changes regarding the imperative mandate, inter-

institutional relations, human rights, and the constitutional court. These reforms, the

Commission believed, would “improve the state of democracy and rule of law in the country.”
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Third, the Venice Commission correctly predicted that the hastily adopted constitutional

reforms, “might lead to unnecessary political conflicts and thus undermine the necessary

strengthening of the rule of law in the country.” It also warned that the reforms would not

establish “a balanced and functional system of government.”

Fourth, parliament blocked the work of the Constitutional Court from October 2005 to July 2006

by not supplying its full quota of judges. Then August 2006 the ACC forbade the Constitutional

Court from reviewing the constitutional reforms. 

Fifth, the ACC refused to join the president’s constitutional commission to implement the

improvements that the Venice Commission had proposed. The ACC’s refusal to meet the

president’s moderate approach to reforms has pushed Yushchenko toward BYuT’s call for a

referendum on the reforms.

Moroz’s moral standing was further dealt a blow by his alliance with the Party of Regions after

campaigning in 2006 on an Orange (pro-Yushchenko) coalition platform. The SPU had been in

both Orange governments in 2005-2006.

Ukraine’s 2007 crisis is a product of the left’s willingness to use illegal means to railroad through

constitutional reforms that would transform Ukraine into a parliamentary republic by abolishing

the presidency. This threat, and the ACC’s unwillingness to compromise or join his constitutional

commission, prompted President Yushchenko to issue his decree to dissolve parliament.

Early elections could be the death knell of the political left as a serious force within Ukrainian

politics, and the left-wing parties are desperately trying to avoid the inevitable.
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UKRAINE’S ELITES 

REMAIN ABOVE THE LAW

July 30, 2007  

Ukraine’s orange elites are facing a growing scandal surrounding Yuriy Lutsenko, head of the

pro-presidential Our Ukraine-People’s Self Defense bloc (NUNS). Lutsenko allegedly lobbied

on behalf of Ukrainian New Telecommunications (UNTC) when he was interior minister.

Lutsenko’s wife is UNTC’s financial director, and the company was established in 2005 by

members of Lutsenko’s extended family from Rivne oblast. Lutsenko allegedly supported

instructions to shift Interior Ministry cell phone contracts to UNTC.

The Lutsenko scandal suggests that Ukraine’s ruling elites remain above the law.

Since Ukraine became an independent state in 1992, only three senior Ukrainian officials have

been charged and sentenced, two in Germany (Viktor Zherdytskyy and Ihor Didenko) and one

in the United States (Pavlo Lazarenko). No senior Ukrainian officials have ever been charged

inside Ukraine, in part because they possess parliamentary immunity.

In a June 20 address to the country, President Viktor Yushchenko called upon parliament to

revoke its right to immunity as a step toward “overcoming parliamentary corruption.” He

claimed that Ukraine’s parliament was the world’s most corrupt, a factor that negatively

influenced the national interest and rule of law.

Yushchenko called for separating business and politics, saying, “People in big business should be

separate from the political life of the country,” due to potential conflicts of interest.

Our Ukraine and the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc have both stated their readiness to voluntarily

forfeit their immunity. NUNS is collecting signatures to hold a referendum on ending immunity,

claiming that corrupt businessmen run for parliament to hide from the law.

Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych criticized these calls for action and accused the president of

“populism.” He also pointed out that calls to revoke parliamentary immunity are regularly heard

during election campaigns but quietly forgotten afterward.

As media restrictions have eased, the press has leveled accusations of abuse of office and

corruption against the president’s son and other orange leaders. Consequently, the orange camp
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has adopted a two-pronged standard response of denying the media’s right to make such

investigations and claiming that the accusations are part of a political conspiracy.

NUNS member Volodymyr Stretovych, head of the parliamentary committee to combat

organized crime, has claimed that the latest allegations against Lutsenko are an orchestrated

conspiracy against “one of the most popular leaders of the democratic camp.” According to

him, the accusations against Lutsenko are the criminal world’s response to the prospect of losing

parliamentary immunity.

However, ending parliamentary immunity is unlikely to remove Ukrainian elites’ legal privileges

for several reasons. First, Ukraine inherited this political culture of elites being above the law

from the Soviet era. Second, there is also a close link, particularly evident among the orange

national democratic camp, between elites and the preservation of Ukrainian statehood.

Yushchenko and his allies who went on to establish Our Ukraine opposed efforts to impeach

former president Leonid Kuchma over the murder of journalist Georgy Gongadze, as they

believe that the president represents the state and any undermining of his position would thereby

undermine the Ukrainian state.

Third, the elites enjoy a strong degree of mutual solidarity. When corruption accusations were

made against Yushchenko’s allies in September 2005 he agreed to launch an investigation, but he

outlined its pre-determined conclusion by publicly declaring their innocence.

Two examples demonstrate the difficulty of breaking with the culture of elite immunity.

First, in 2005, Yushchenko bestowed Gongadze with the “Hero of Ukraine” title as he “gave his

young life for our freedom and independence.” But then eighteen months later a presidential

decree awarded a state medal to former prosecutor Mykhailo Potebenko, who reportedly covered

up Kuchma’s involvement in Gongadze’s murder.

Second, Prime Minister Yanukovych has a criminal record. Yanukovych served two prison terms:

in 1967-70 for theft and robbery and in 1970-1972 for the “infliction of bodily injuries of medium

seriousness.” There were reports that a Donetsk oblast court had allegedly annulled his two

convictions in 1978, but the relevant documents were found to be forgeries executed when

Yanukovych first became prime minister after 2002.

Yushchenko has defended his nomination of Yanukovych as prime minister in August 2006,

claiming he had little alternative. However, Article 12 of Ukraine’s 1993 law on State Service

clearly states that persons with a criminal record cannot be appointed or voted into a

government post. This seemingly would eliminate Yanukovych’s eligibility to be prime minister

or president. Polls in 2004 found that 60-69% of Ukrainians believed that a former felon should

not be president.
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The Lutsenko corruption scandal will tarnish the orange camp going into the September 30

parliamentary elections. Lutsenko is close to Yushchenko, who is depending on him to improve

the pro-presidential camp’s results in the 2006 elections, when it obtained only 14% of the vote.

Based on similar cases, no charges are likely to be laid against Lutsenko, and the culture of elite

protection will not change even if parliamentary immunity is removed.
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DONETSK PROSECUTORS, 

COURTS STRIKE BACK

July 31, 2007

Several prosecutors and courts recently decided high-profile cases in favor of individuals who were

prosecuted when President Viktor Yushchenko came to power in 2005. At the same time, the

Donetsk Regional Prosecutor’s Office and the Prosecutor-General’s Office, which is controlled

by individuals hailing from Donetsk, are threatening prominent members of the Yushchenko team

with imprisonment. They have re-opened closed criminal cases involving at least two of

Yushchenko’s allies. Yesterday’s plaintiffs are becoming today’s defendants and vice versa.

Yushchenko’s allies say this is political score settling. Their opponents, however, maintain that

justice is being restored. They are using to their advantage the fact that many of Yushchenko’s

allies lost their immunity from prosecution by resigning from parliament in order to make it

possible for Yushchenko to call an early parliamentary election. Ironically, a call for the full

cancellation of the deputy immunity is one of the main slogans of the pro-Yushchenko Our

Ukraine-People’s Self-Defence bloc and of their allies, the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc. Their

opponents, the Donetsk-based Party of Regions (PRU), have only grudgingly obeyed

Yushchenko’s early election decree, and they are in favor of preserving parliamentary immunity.

On July 19 the Supreme Court upheld a PGO appeal against the closure of a criminal case against

Oleksy Ivchenko, the leader of the Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists (KUN) and a long-time

ally of Yushchenko. The PGO suspects that Ivchenko embezzled state funds when he chaired the

state-controlled oil and gas company Naftohaz Ukrainy in 2005-2006.

The PGO opened the criminal case against Ivchenko last February. At that time Deputy

Prosecutor-General Tetyana Kornyakova told the media that top Naftohaz managers had illegally

received bonuses and used charter flights for private needs. A district court in Kyiv closed the case,

but now the PGO has re-launched it. KUN has described this decision as a “provocation.” A

political analyst close to Yushchenko’s team, Vadym Karasyov, suggested that this move was in line

with the PRU election strategy of portraying Yushchenko’s people as poor managers. Ivchenko was

elected to parliament in 2006, so he only recently acquired immunity from prosecution.

Simultaneously, the PGO has resumed investigating a criminal case involving Andry Shkil, a former

people’s deputy from Tymoshenko’s bloc. Segodnya, a newspaper linked to the PRU, reported this
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case under the headline “Andry Shkil May Face 12 Years in Prison.” Shkil is suspected of having

masterminded a clash with police near the office of then-president Leonid Kuchma in March 2001,

when he was one of the leaders of the opposition movement “Ukraine Without Kuchma.”

According to Segodnya, it was PRU member Vladyslav Zabarsky who suggested in a letter to the

PGO that Shkil’s case should be resurrected as he had lost his deputy immunity.

On July 19, the Donetsk Region Prosecutor’s Office released a statement saying that

businessman Viktor Pinchuk, who in 2005 accused former Donetsk Region Council chairman

Borys Kolesnykov of extortion, is wanted by police. The prosecutors said that Pinchuk is

suspected of giving false testimony in Kolesnykov’s case. Kolesnykov currently manages the

PRU’s election campaign.

Pinchuk accused Kolesnykov of extortion and abuse of power. Based on Pinchuk’s testimony,

Kolesnykov was arrested in April 2005, but he was released after several months in prison as the

PGO ruled there was no evidence of a crime. Pinchuk waged a media war on the “Donetsk clan.”

He founded Anti-Corruption Fund and published a book, Donetsk Mafia, in which he accused

Kolesnykov and his friend, Donetsk tycoon Renat Akhmetov, of crimes. A court in Donetsk

banned the book as libelous. In a statement released on July 25, Pinchuk asked Ukrainian

Ombudswoman Nina Karpachova for protection, complaining that Donetsk courts had seized all

his property at Kolesnykov’s request. He said that Kolesnykov was guided by “personal revenge.”

Yushchenko has lost a defamation suit against a company whose billboards carried a cartoon of

him dressed in a Nazi uniform ahead of his visit to Donetsk during his presidential campaign tour

in October 2003. On July 20 a district court in Donetsk dismissed Yushchenko’s suit against the

Plazma advertising company. Yushchenko in early 2005 asked the law-enforcement bodies to

investigate Plazma’s activities, and he sued Plazma last November. Yushchenko is going to

appeal, according to one judge.

Meanwhile, a “museum of Orange Revolution victims” is about to be opened in Luhansk, a PRU

stronghold. Ukraina, a TV channel linked to Akhmetov, has reported that separate exhibitions in

the museum will be about former transport minister Heorgy Kirpa and former interior minister

Yuriy Kravchenko, who “died tragic deaths.” Both committed suicide when Yushchenko came

to power. The museum has plans to tour throughout Ukraine, Ukraina said.
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WHAT IDEOLOGY DOES BYUT NEED?

Reply to Oleksandr Sokolovsky 

Ukrayinska Pravda

August 9, 2007

It is interesting to see such a lively debate in the Ukrainian media on the ideological orientation

of political parties. That Ukraine is gradually evolving towards a more ideologically structured

political system was the aim of those political forces (primarily the opposition) who supported the

April 2004 changes to the election law that made parliamentary elections fully proportional.

The evolution towards fewer and more ideologically drive political parties is a medium term

process. The 2006 and 2007 elections will assist this evolution but the process will take time, just

as it does in any democracy. 

What is surprising is to what degree there is so much focus in this discussion on the Yulia

Tymoshenko bloc (BYuT). While I would never deny the need for such a debate one wonders why

there is far less focus on the other main political parties in Ukraine.

In reality, the ideological orientation of all Ukrainian parties (and not just BYuT) are in flux.

Many parties have long not adhered to their ideological principles (i.e. the Communists who are

ready to collaborate with the oligarchs) or those who have betrayed their orange voters (i.e. the

Socialists) in exchange for state positions. The Communist Party was always a virtual opposition

party during the 1990s. Today, after the Communists and Socialists joined the Anti-Crisis

coalition, what remains of any left-wing ideology in them?

The Party of Regions is the most confusing “party” of all in parliament. The very term “party” is

an incorrect definition of what it constitutes the Party of Regions. The “party” unites ex-

Communists, pan-Slavists, trade unionists, centrist reformers, corrupt ex-Kuchma officials,

disaffected defectors from the orange camp, Donetsk regional nationalists, big businessmen and

billionaire oligarchs. The Party of Regions resembles more an anti-orange popular front than a

“political party”. Such a popular front could never hope to create a single ideological profile.

Our Ukraine-Narodna Samoborona is likewise a symbiosis. Our Ukraine itself was always composed

of a national democratic wing that had grown out of Rukh and other national democratic parties who

were closer in spirit to BYuT. It also included a pro-business wing that defected largely from the

Kuchma camp after Viktor Yushchenko’s government was removed in April 2001. 
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Since 2002 Yushchenko has fluctuated between these two wings of Our Ukraine, supporting at times

cooperation with Arise Ukraine! protests while at other times seeking a parliamentary coalition with

pro-Kuchma centrist parties. This fluctuation reached its apogee after the March 2006 elections

when one wing of Our Ukraine negotiated a coalition with BYuT (through Roman Besmertny) and

another wing negotiated a coalition with the Party of Regions (through Yuriy Yekhanurov). 

Our Ukraine went into the 2006 elections headed by its business wing (Yekhanurov). This year it

is fighting the elections headed by its national democratic wing (Yuriy Lutsenko and Vyacheslav

Kyrlylenko). 

Our Ukraine’s long standing multi-vectorism is compounded by the addition of Lutsenko’s

Narodna Samooborona to the Our Ukraine bloc. Lutsenko’s anti-corruption and anti-oligarch

rhetoric is close in spirit to the program of BYuT. Yet, the president seeks to have close relations

with big business and oligarchs, as testified by his second meeting with them in July.

Our Ukraine and Rukh have, it is true, long had observer status in the EPP. At the same time,

their ideological profile is not clear cut. Our Ukraine-Narodna Samoborona has set for itself the

task of building a center-right party by merging its constituent parties after the elections.

Why then is the Kongres Ukrainskykh Natsionalistiv (KUN) a member of the Our Ukraine-

Narodna Samoborona bloc? KUN is closer to the populist nationalist right found in Austria,

Italy, Belgium, Denmark, Poland and Slovakia than to the center-right parties that belong to the

EPP. If KUN had deputies in the European Parliament they would be members of the Union

for Europe of the Nations faction, not the EPP, where they could sit alongside similar parties,

such as Italy’s Alleanze Nationale.

Mr. Sokolovsky also takes too narrow a view of Conservatism in Western democracy. In reality

there are many differences and nuances. 

The US Republican Party, for example, has little in common with most parties in the EPP.

Americans are far more religious than Europeans: sixty percent of Americans regularly attend

Church compared to only 20 percent in Europe. Little wonder therefore that religion plays such

an important role in American political and social life, including in the Republican Party. 

There were close similarities between the old Republican Party of Ronald Reagan and that of

Margaret Thatcher’s Conservatives. Today, there is little that the high government spending neo-

Conservative US Republican and the Thatcherite, British Conservatives have in common except

that they are both labeled as “Conservatives”.
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The British Conservative Party was a status quo party until the 1970s. But, this fundamentally

changed with the election of Margaret Thatcher in 1979. 

Thatcher was very against maintaining the status quo. She represented a wing of the British

Conservative Party that wished to change the status quo in a very radical way. Nicolas Sarkozy is

a contemporary adherent of this radical Conservatism that is against the status quo and seeks

deep reforms. Both Thatcher and Sarkozy believe such fundamental change would reinvigorate

Britain and France’s national identity.

Both Thatcher and Sarkozy were opponents of those who represented the status quo wing of the

British and French Conservatives (Edward Heath in Britain and Jacque Chirac in France). In

Britain the status quo Conservatives were labeled “Wets” and the reformers “Dry-es”.

The Socialist International (SI) unites mainly unreformed center-left parties. The British Labor

Party (“New Labor”) is a member of the SI because of long standing tradition. Nevertheless, the

policies pursued by Tony Blair and Gordon Brown have more in common with Bill Clinton’s

Democratic Party than the constituent parties of the SI. The Labor Party became New Labor in

the 1990s because it had to change if it wanted to win an election, which it did in 1997 when New

Labor came to power.

The only political forces interested in fundamental change and in upsetting the corrupt status quo in

Ukraine are BYuT and the national democratic wing of Our Ukraine-Narodna Samoborona. These

are Ukraine’s closest equivalents to the anti-status quo Thatcher or Sarkozy. Those millions of

Ukrainians who stood on the Maidan in winter 2004 also stood for change and against the status quo. 

The business wing of Our Ukraine and the Party of Regions are the adherents of status quo

politics in Ukraine. It is they who do not seek any fundamental changes of the political-

economic system introduced under Kuchma.

Ukraine needs fundamental change, just as did the “sick man of Europe” that Britain was called

in the 1970s and France is called today. The Orange Revolution promised Ukrainians change. 

Fundamental change and reform is what one wing of Western European Conservatives

represented by Thatcher and Sarkozy stand for. It is this tradition, which represents one wing of

the EPP, that best fits BYuT – not the stagnant Socialist International. 

BYuT made the right choice in opting for the EPP and not the SI.

27www.frishberg.com



INJURED MALE EGO’S AND

NARCISSISM IN UKRAINIAN POLITICS

August 28, 2007

I had thought it was now too difficult for Ukrainian politics to continue to shock me. The last 3

years events (2004 election fraud, Yushchenko’s poisoning, orange in-fighting, strategic mistakes

by the president, Moroz’s defection and the return of Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych) were

enough shocks to last a life time. 

But, I was very wrong. Last summer I was watching Channel 5 in the British city of Nottingham

when I fell off my chair after seeing Moroz defect to Yanukovych. When I read the Party of

Regions list for the 2007 elections and saw Serhiy Holovatiy alongside Taras Chornovil and Sergei

Kivalov I was not shocked, just very depressed. The question that crossed my mind, and the

opinion of those whom I asked about Hoovatiy’s “re-birth” in Regions, is whether there are any

morals in Ukrainian politics?

Perhaps the question is redundant? A question only to be asked by a member of the diaspora

which is always accused of looking at Ukraine (as are all diaspora’s) through romantic, rose tinted

glasses? Maybe there never was any morality in Ukrainian politics and the orange revolution was

just a pipedream, an aberration from the usual course of immorality?

The well known Kyiv writer Mykola Ryabchuk stayed with us this week. I had asked him to bring

two newly published books from Kyiv: Boris Berezovsky’s Moy Maydan Nezalezhnosti and

Leonid Kuchma’s Posle Maydana. I was surprised at the title of Kuchma’s book. Mykola had

jokingly written a few years ago following Kuchma’s 2004 Ukraina – Ne Rosiya that his next

book would be entitled Ukraina – Ne Zimbabwe. 

In Russia when Vladimir Putin had granted immunity to Boris Yeltsin he had expressly told him

to not publish or comment to the media. Molodets. Yeltsin had kept his side of the bargain.

Yushchenko obviously was more generous in his immunity deal with Kuchma and in the last two

years we have had the ex-president regularly commenting on Ukrainian politics. 

This is a person who has no moral authority to comment on anything! At least that is what I, as a

Westerner, think. This is obviously not true of all Ukrainians. Kuchma’s book launch was attended

not only by the usual sycophants but also by members of the national democratic camp – Ivan

Drach and Ihor Yukhnovsky.
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Kuchma’s Posle Maydana has an interesting episode that perhaps says a lot about Yushchenko’s

duplicity towards his voters:

I remember the election speeches of Yushchenko and his team at numerous meetings. And, even on

television advertisements. They all began and ended with the same thing: the authorities are bandits,

away with the authorities! Yushchenko told me during the presidential campaign: ‘Don’t listen to

what I say about you and about the authorities at meetings. Don’t give it any significance. Don’t take

it to heart. This is politics’. I did not respond to this but felt that the whole thing was rather comical.’

But, lets return to Holovatiy. Firstly, it is worthwhile pointing out that he is not unusual in his

immorality (as the Yushchenko quote shows). I have a list that I drew up a few years ago of similar

defectors. They all share commonalities and it is not necessarily money. Anatoliy Kinakh, Oleksandr

Lavrynovych, Ivan Bilas, Taras Chornovil, Moroz, Holovatiy and many others all have one thing in

common: they are male and have bruised ego’s, injured male pride and immaturity. If they don’t get

what they want they say ‘To hell with you’ and defect to the other side. I suspect that this is more of

a psychological issue than a financial one (although I am sure money sometimes crosses hands).

I have known Holovatiy since 1991, meeting him on occasion when he visited Britain, usually on

an invitation to an event dealing with legal issues. In 1992 I asked my wife, Oksana, to drive him

to the airport which she agreed to do. The problem was that Holovatiy confused the airport he

was flying from (Gatwick, not Heathrow) which added an extra two hours to the journey.

On another occasion I took Holovatiy to meet the former Russian dissident Vladimir Bukovsky

in his Cambridge home. Bukovsky is now a candidate in the 2008 Russian elections. 

My most recent memory of Holovatiy was when he gave a talk in 2003 to the Centre for Russian and

East European Studies at the University of Toronto. Then he was a member of BYuT and a radical

anti-Kuchmaite. Usually speakers sit in the room with the chairperson awaiting listeners to arrive.

Once the allocated time has been reached the chairperson launches the event. Not on this occasion.

Holovatiy waited in the corridor and only after everybody was sat down did he made his grand

entrance into the room. The only thing missing was an orchestra to announce the arrival of “royalty”.

This was a reflection of Holovatiy’s arrogance and ego. In April over drinks in Kyiv, Stepan

Bandera pointed out to me that he had watched Holovatiy on television during the crisis and

concluded that he is somebody who is in love with himself. Narcissism is defined in the dictionary

as “excessive self-admiration and self-centeredness”. This describes Holovatiy.

Holovatiy had every right to criticize Yushchenko’s decree disbanding parliament. But, the right

decision would have been not to stand in this years pre-term elections (especially as he had

claimed they were illegal). Instead Holovatiy decided to join the Party of ex-Kuchmaites,

Regions. In the process he has totally discredited himself. 
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UKRAINE’S 2007 ELECTIONS 

WILL ALSO DECIDE UKRAINE’S 

NEXT PRESIDENT
Ukrayinska Pravda

September 14, 2007

Ukraine’s September 30 parliamentary elections will decide the country’s next government and

most likely determine the outcome of the presidential elections two years later. As seasoned

Zerkalo nedeli commentator Serhiy Rakhmanin pointed out, the “pre-term parliamentary

campaign gives [President Viktor] Yushchenko a great opportunity to launch the presidential

campaign ahead of time.”

The conflated election campaigns have led to electoral populism. Yushchenko and his Our

Ukraine-Self Defense (NUNS) coalition have launched a campaign to remove parliamentary

immunity, a campaign issue last raised by President Leonid Kuchma in an April 2000

referendum. The Party of Regions, which now dominates parliament, replied by calling for the

end of immunity for all officials – president, prime minister, judges, and deputies.

These moves should discourage corrupt oligarchs and businessmen from running for parliament

and help separate business and politics. But the anti-oligarch election rhetoric does not square

with the continued presence of oligarchs in both the Party of Regions and NUNS. Yuriy

Lutsenko’s People’s Self Defense, Our Ukraine’s ally in the 2007 elections, was established by an

oligarch, Davyd Zvannia. The Privat oligarchic group, allied to former senior Yushchenko adviser

Oleksandr Tretyakov, has eight representatives in the NUNS list.

The leaders of Self-Defense claim to have reformed. Lutsenko admitted, “Yes. We are the only

political force that publicly accepted its mistakes, including the choice of personnel, and cleaned

out and renewed ourselves.” The party removed businessman Petro Poroshenko, whose name is

associated with the corruption charges that led to the September 2005 political crisis.

According to Zerkalo nedeli, the NUNS election list was heavily influenced by Lutsenko and

Ihor Kolomoysky, the controversial head of Privat. Thus the changes look more like musical

chairs than cleaning house.

NUNS needs to regroup after Our Ukraine’s poor performance in the 2006 elections, when it

obtained fewer seats than in 2002. The coalition also needs reinforcement to compete with the
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Yulia Tymoshenko bloc (BYuT), another veteran of the Orange Revolution. Finally, NUNS

needs nation-wide support. Anti-oligarch and anti-corruption sentiment mobilized many

western-central Ukrainians to participate in the Orange Revolution. These sentiments are not

popular among voters in eastern Ukraine, who have had no qualms about voting for a convicted

felon supported by oligarchs — Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych.

Yanukovych’s Party of Regions has always included corrupt and discredited former Kuchma

officials and oligarchs, such as Renat Akhmetov, who has ignored calls by the president to not run

for parliament. Akhmetov ranks seventh on the Party of Regions election list.

NUNS has unequivocally stated that its election and future coalition partner is the BYuT. Senior

NUNS leaders have publicly refuted suggestions that they may enter a coalition with the Party of

Regions. Lutsenko has stated that NUNS would only enter a grand coalition if BYuT also agreed.

Yushchenko has been less clear in his intentions. Following the 2006 elections Yushchenko sent

two close allies to separately negotiate with BYuT and the Party of Regions, a strategy that he may

repeat this year.

The parliamentary coalition established after the 2007 elections will heavily influence the

outcome of the 2009 elections. With the prime minister’s position strengthened following

constitutional reforms in 2006, the office is an even better launching pad for the presidency.

However, Yushchenko has proven unable to work with two of his three prime ministers, Yulia

Tymoshenko and Yanukovych, because he sees both as potential competitors for the presidency.

Ideally, Yushchenko would prefer that neither of them become Ukraine’s next prime minister.

The Party of Regions is leading the polls, so the Orange camp is battling for second place. If

NUNS places second, Yushchenko would likely chose a non-threatening technocrat, such as

former prime minister Yuriy Yekhanurov, for the job.

If BYuT finishes second, as seems likely, Yushchenko could again be tempted to negotiate a grand

coalition with the Party of Regions. His only condition would be that Yanukovych not be prime

minister. Yushchenko has reportedly reached such an agreement through Yekhanurov, who has

always been close to the Party of Regions, and presidential secretariat head Viktor Baloga.

This scenario poses three risks for Yushchenko.

First, forcing NUNS into a grand coalition with the Party of Regions might be more palatable than

in 2006, as it would not include the Communists and Yanukovych would not be prime minister.

However, it would split NUNS and prevent the planned post-election unification of its constituent

members into a pro-presidential party and vehicle for Yushchenko’s re-election in 2009.
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Second, it would push BYuT into opposition, where it has always felt rather comfortable.

Tymoshenko was the only one of four opposition leaders who did not stand in the 2004 elections.

If Tymoshenko was in opposition in 2007-2009, during which time Yushchenko supported a

grand coalition, the president could lose orange voters.

Third, the Party of Regions could renege on any agreement to stand aside in 2009, and members

could submit their own presidential candidate. Alternatively, they might find it difficult to

persuade their voters to back Yushchenko, after seven years of hostile propaganda against him.

Yushchenko is convinced that the 2007 elections are the key to his re-election in 2009. But not

repeating the same strategic mistakes made against Tymoshenko and Yanukovych in 2005-2006

will also play an important part in deciding Ukraine’s future.
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PRESIDENT’S PARTY IS WEAKEST

LINK IN ORANGE COALITION

Ukrayinska pravda, October 2531, November 12, Zerkalo Tyzhnia,

October 27-November 2, razom.org.ua, November 12

November 06, 2007

Friday, November 2, was the last day that the Our Ukraine-People’s Self Defense (NUNS) bloc

could collect signatures to support a democratic (orange) coalition with the Yulia Tymoshenko

bloc (BYuT). BYuT deputies have openly expressed their fear that disunity in NUNS will lead to

an unstable orange coalition and a political crisis in 2008.

By last Friday, 69 of the 72 NUNS deputies had signed. The fact that three deputies have not

signed is significant. As the orange coalition only has a slim majority of 228 deputies (156 BYuT +

72 NUNS) in the 450-seat Rada, a parliamentary motion for Tymoshenko to become prime

minister would fail if the trio sat out.

The three absentees are National Security and Defense Council (NRBO) secretary Ivan Pliushch

and two deputies from Trans-Carpathia, the only district NUNS won in the September 

30 elections. The two‹Ihor Kril and Vasyl Petiovka‹are allies of the head of the presidential

secretariat, Viktor Baloga, himself a native of Trans-Carpathia.

This situation is yet another indicator that NUNS would be an unstable partner in either the

planned orange coalition or a theoretical grand coalition with the rival Party of Regions.

First, it shows that President Viktor Yushchenko has no control over his deputies. They have

ignored his October 30 demand that all of those colleagues who had not signed the declaration

on a personal level [should] do so as quickly as possible.

Second, Yushchenko is now wavering on key agreements, including Our Ukraine’s February 

24 agreement to cooperate on a future coalition with BYuT, an inter-party agreement on August

2 that ruled out either BYuT or NUNS joining a coalition with the Party of Regions or the

Communists, and an October 15 draft coalition agreement between BYuT and NUNS that was

reinforced by an October 29 NUNS presidium meeting. Any betrayal of these commitments and

agreements risks voter wrath. The Socialists learned that lesson this year, when voters angry over

their betrayal of the orange coalition in summer 2006 kept the party out of parliament for the first

time in its history.
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Third, even though Our Ukraine was overhauled in the first quarter of 2007 with a new leader

(Vyacheslav Kyrylenko), an alliance with Yuriy Lutsenko and his eponymous group, and the

removal of businessmen accused of corruption, NUNS received the same 14% of the vote as Our

Ukraine did last year.

Fourth, prior to the elections NUNS leaders committed themselves to unite their nine marginal

parties into a single pro-presidential force. However, this has not happened and is unlikely to

occur while Yushchenko wavers over which coalition to support.

Two of the parties in NUNS have already stated that their deputies will not vote for legislation

according to the imperative mandate, which penalizes deputies for leaving their factions with the

threat of losing their seat. BYuT initiated that regulation in the outgoing parliament, but the

legislation was never adopted.

Baloga reminded NUNS that it had agreed to unification steps prior to the elections and that the

aim is to build a presidential party. But so far there is no legal mechanism to merge parties;

instead the members of the eight parties would need to self-liquidate and then join Our Ukraine.

In contrast, BYuT and the Party of Regions emerged from the 2006 and 2007 parliamentary

elections as Ukraine’s only real party machines. The personal charisma of Tymoshenko in BYuT

and the Soviet-style discipline in the Party of Regions means their ranks act as a united front.

Fifth, there are five influential groups in NUNS who are openly hostile to a coalition with the

«populist» BYuT and to Tymoshenko’s return as prime minister. These include the pro-grand

coalition wing of NUNS grouped around former prime minister Yuriy Yekhanurov, Sobor party

leader Anatoliy Matvienko, and Petro Poroshenko, a businessman who withdrew from the

NUNS 2007 election list in exchange for the position of National Bank chairman.

A second group has coalesced around NRBO secretary Pliushch. The NRBO under Yushchenko

has morphed from an institution involved in formulating national security policy into a shadow

government.

A third group is aligned around Baloga, who has been tempted by a Party of Regions offer to back

him as prime minister in a grand coalition that would make incumbent Prime Minister Viktor

Yanukovych parliamentary speaker. The Party of Regions has continued to combine inducements

for Yushchenko to switch to a grand coalition by agreeing to drop contentious issues

(i.e.referendums on NATO membership and Russian as a second state language).
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A fourth faction is grouped around presidential legal adviser Stepan Havrysh, the coordinator of

the pro-Kuchma parliamentary coalition in parliament prior to the Orange Revolution. The

return of Tymoshenko would lead to a deep systematic crisis, Havrysh predicted.

Finally, opposition comes from the First Lady Kataryna Yushchenko, whose personal dislike for

Tymoshenko is well known in Kyiv.

Although personal, economic, and ideological conflicts serve to dampen these groups’ support

for Tymoshenko, gender cannot be ignored as an additional factor. Antipathy toward

Tymoshenko from the president and within NUNS is also a product of unreformed gender

relations inherited from the Soviet era.

If Tymoshenko is not elected prime minister, the resulting political turmoil would likely plunge

Ukraine into crisis, as new elections could not be held for one year. For Yushchenko it is better

to have Tymoshenko inside the government than her leading the opposition from the outside and

launching what she has termed as Plan B ‹her presidential candidacy.
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THERE IS A NEED TO GO ALL THE WAY

November 25, 2007

Last weekend Ukraine commemorated the millions of Ukrainians who perished in the 1933

artificial famine. President Viktor Yushchenko has led the way in promoting these

commemorations and has devoted a lot of his energy in revealing the horrors of Stalinist

totalitarianism http://www.president.gov.ua/content/150_1.html

In 1983 the Ukrainian diaspora commemorated the fiftieth anniversary of the Ukrainian famine.

This was during the era of stagnation when Leonid Brezhnev still ruled the USSR and Volodymyr

Shcherbytsky ruled Ukraine. The Ukrainian diaspora’s commemoration was denounced by Soviet

propaganda and by pro-Soviet and Russophile academics and journalists in the West. It took

another 7 years before the Communist Party in Ukraine admitted that the famine had taken place.

What is the situation today? 

Nobody doubts that a famine took place in Ukraine at that time. But, among some Western

academics (particularly among some historians and former Sovietologists) there remains the view

that the famine was not directed against Ukraine specifically but against peasants throughout the

former USSR who all equally suffered. The millions of deaths were a product of poor weather and

economic disorganisation arising out of collectivisation. 

This view of all Soviet peoples suffering and the famine not being a deliberate Soviet policy is also

to be found in contemporary Russia. There is though, an important nuance.

How a country relates to its history is a reflection of what kind of regime is in place. In Ukraine,

whether under Leonid Kuchma or Yushchenko, the crimes committed under Stalinism are

commemorated and denounced. 

In Russia under Vladimir Putin these Stalinist crimes are ignored and marginalised, being

replaced by a new cult of Stalin as the “great leader” who transformed the USSR into a

superpower. This fits in with Putin’s new emphasis on rebuilding Russia as a “great power”. 

What would the outside world have thought of Germany if in 1962, seventeen years after the defeat

of Nazism, there was a former Gestapo officer as Chancellor who praised Adolf Hitler as a “great

leader” and had successfully placed Wehrmacht, SS and Gestapo officers in high ranking positions
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throughout his regime? Well, welcome to a Russia in 2007 ruled by a former KGB officer who

praises Stalin and has put in place military and intelligence officers as his new ruling elite. 

Clearly this radically different Ukrainian-Russian view of Stalinist crimes is a reflection of the

contrast between the great power nationalist autocracy in Russia and a young, but nevertheless

flowering, democracy in Ukraine. Ukraine’s denunciation of totalitarian crimes is therefore

following in the footsteps of the denunciation of Nazi totalitarianism after World War II by the

young and revived German, Austrian and Italian democracies.

There is though, one notable exception.

When President Yushchenko demands that those who deny the famine should be prosecuted he

should take this rationale to its logical conclusion in two ways.

It makes no logical sense to have such legislation if the Communist Party is permitted to continue

to exist as a legally registered party. Just as in Germany, Austria and Italy, where Nazi and fascist

parties have been illegal since World War II, the Communist Party of Ukraine should also be

banned as a body that is the direct descendent of the criminal political force that unleashed

Stalinist crimes against Ukrainians.

A second logical step is to morally denounce the members of the former secret police (NKVD,

KGB), some of whom are still alive and receive state pensions. If it is perfectly humane to legally

prosecute old men in the West who allegedly committed Nazi crimes than why not prosecute old

men who committed Stalinist crimes?

Ukraine, as a country that suffered inordinately from both Nazi and Soviet totalitarianism,

should lead the way in establishing a moral equivalence between Communist and Nazi crimes

against humanity. There should be no place for either Communist or fascist parties in Hitler’s and

Stalin’s playground - Ukraine - except that is in the rubbish bin of history.
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PRAISE AND CONDEMNATION 

OF STALIN: RUSSIA AND UKRAINE 

GO THEIR SEPARATE WAYS

November 30, 2007

On November 24-25 the Ukrainian authorities marked the 75th anniversary of the 1932-1933

famine. President Viktor Yushchenko, Acting Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych, former

President Leonid Kuchma, and other political leaders attended the ceremony.

Writing in the Wall Street Journal on November 26, Yushchenko said, “The Holodomor (Terror-

Famine) was an act of genocide designed to suppress the Ukrainian nation.” Yushchenko

described Stalin’s policy as aimed at destroying Ukrainian national identity by targeting the

peasantry and Soviet Ukrainian institutions, including national communists: “It was a state-

organized program of mass starvation that in 1932-33 killed an estimated seven million to 10

million Ukrainians, including up to a third of the nation’s children.” 

Yushchenko’s counterpart in Russia has a very different view of Stalin. In June President

Vladimir Putin dismissed Stalinist crimes with the words: “Other countries have done even more

terrible things.”

The differing regimes in Ukraine and Russia – democratic versus nationalist-autocratic – have

taken different approaches toward what became known in the Gorbachev era as the “blank pages

of history,” especially the Stalin era.

A similar rehabilitation of Stalin is also taking place in Belarus where Stalin is, like in Russia,

routinely praised on television. There, Stalinist atrocities have been presented as committed by

the Nazis, while Stalinist crimes, such as at the massacre at Kuropaty, have been ignored. In

contrast, Kuropaty’s equivalent in Ukraine, the Bykivnia forest outside Kyiv, the site of hundreds

of thousands of Stalinist crimes, is officially commemorated.

Yushchenko has expanded the commemoration of the Ukrainian famine and Stalinist crimes,

following a process that can be traced to the early 1980s (president.gov.ua/content/150_1.html).
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First, the Ukrainian diaspora commemorated the famine on its 50th anniversary in 1983,

followed by the release of the 1984 film “Harvest of Despair” (video.google.com/videoplay?

docid=3897393411603039499) and Robert Conquest’s book, Harvest of Sorrow.

Second, the national-democratic opposition uncovered “blank pages,” including the famine,

during Gorbachev’s glasnost campaign. The Communist Party of Ukraine (KPU) was forced to

admit the existence of the famine in a 1990 resolution.

Third, post-Soviet Presidents Leonid Kravchuk and Leonid Kuchma issued a decree on the 60th

anniversary in 1993, and more commemorative decrees, resolutions, and appeals followed.

In 2002-2004, Kuchma sought international recognition of the famine as “genocide,” a policy

that Yushchenko has followed. During his three-year presidency, Yushchenko has issued seven

decrees on the famine and Stalinism. UNESCO picked up the theme and issued a resolution on

November 1 on the famine, calling it a “national tragedy” (unesdoc.unesco.org/images/

0015/001538/153838e.pdf).

In Ukraine, many political parties, the presidents, school textbooks, and the media have all

negatively portrayed Stalinist crimes alongside Nazi crimes against humanity. But in Putin’s

Russia, the crimes committed in the 1930s are ignored or marginalized while Stalin is praised for

transforming the USSR into a “superpower.”

Russia’s rehabilitation of Stalin has been accompanied by a similar rehabilitation of the

intelligence agencies. Last year, copying the KGB, the FSB introduced national prizes for art,

cinema, and literature that created a “positive image” of the intelligence services. But works

published in Russia extolling the virtues of the KGB and its bloody predecessors far outnumber

books on Stalinist crimes. In Ukraine the Security Service (SBU) and the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs have supported the denunciation of Stalinist crimes (mfa.gov.ua/mfa/ua/publication/

content/14504.htm). The SBU declassified 5,000 pages of relevant documents for the

Declassified Memory exhibition in Kyiv (ssu.kmu.gov.ua/sbu/control/uk/publish/category?

cat_id=63245).

In November all branches of the Ukrainian military lower the state flag in honor of the victims of

the famine and Communist crimes. During that month, the military also helped repair

monuments, organized lectures at military bases by writers and academics, showed films, and

discussed books on the famine and Communist repression. Each year the president presents state

medals to Ukrainian scholars and activists working to document Stalinist crimes.
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In contrast, Alexander Filippov’s new school textbook, A Modern History of Russia: 1945-2006,

describes Stalin as “one of the USSR’s most successful leaders” whose repression brought the

USSR out of crisis (AFP, November 3). While Ukrainian textbooks denounce both Stalinism and

Nazism; Filippov justifies Stalin as a necessary evil and backs his positive treatment by citing

opinion polls giving him a positive approval rating among Russians of 47%.

In Ukraine the opposite tendency is taking place. Some 72.4% of Ukrainians blame the 1932-33

famine on the authorities, and 63% of Ukrainians support the recognition of the famine as

“genocide” (Ukrayinska pravda, November 20). These polls have both cross-party and cross-

regional support: 75% of the centrist Volodymyr Lytvyn bloc and 43% of the Party of Regions

supported the definition of the famine as “genocide,” while Donetsk’s annual commemorations of

famine and Communist repression are attended by local officials, including the oblast governor and

city mayor (Donbass, November 25, 2006). Even the left supports this step. Some 80% of the

Socialist Party and 41% of the Communist Party backs the use of “genocide” to describe the famine.

How the “blank pages” of history, such as Stalinist crimes, are treated reflect the nature of the

democratic and nationalist-autocratic regimes emerging in Ukraine and Russia. In both

countries there is cross-party, parliamentary, and public support – but over polar opposite

positions. Ukraine seeks a denunciation of Stalinist crimes, while Russia praises Stalin and

ignores his crimes.
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DOWNFALL OF A PRESIDENT?

The Ukrainian Observer

December, 2007

Viktor Yushchenko was elected on December 26, 2004 and came to power nearly a month later with

a popular mandate that politicians dream of, but rarely receive. Immediately after coming to power

his ratings were higher than the 52 percent who voted for him. This can only be explained by

assuming that a significant portion of those who voted for Viktor Yanukovych also sought change. 

Yanukovych’s hard-core anti-Yushchenko support consisted of ex-communists, die-hard Homo

Sovieticuses and Russophile eastern Ukrainians who had bought into the propaganda attacking

Yushchenko as too close to the United States and to right-wing western Ukrainian politicians.

Another portion of Yanukovych’s supporters agreed with the orange camp that Ukraine needed

change and a fundamental break with the Leonid Kuchma era. 

In an October 2004 poll by the Razumkov Center, 37.4 percent of Ukrainians believed that if elected

President, Yanukovych would continue Kuchma’s policies while another 39.8 percent believed he

would introduce new policies. Change was in the air but there was nobody to introduce it. 

Yushchenko has proved unable to deliver such change or to be a revolutionary with a new vision

for Ukraine. His supporters have deserted him in droves while floating voters in the Yanukovych

camp stuck with him, rather than defect to Yushchenko as well they could have if 2005 had not

been a year of lost opportunities. 

Yushchenko was a loyal government servant during seven of Kuchma’s ten years in office, first as

chairman of the National Bank, then as prime minister and finally as head of the loyal opposition

Our Ukraine. Yushchenko’s path was no different to many other senior Our Ukraine leaders

whose businesses grew under Kuchma or who had held senior government positions.

Yushchenko’s background and career path made him an unlikely ally of opposition hardliners and

an even more unusual revolutionary. Revolutionaries are not usually attracted to banking careers. 

In February 2001, Yushchenko joined parliamentary speaker Pliushch and President Kuchma in

issuing a defamatory statement against the opposition that used traditional Soviet language about

dissidents. The disgraceful statement depicted the anti-Kuchma protestors as “politically

destructive”, “extremist” and “anti-state forces”, who are a threat to Ukraine’s territorial

integrity and security that fan the flames of “cynical political speculation”. The statement

claimed that, “before us stands a Ukrainian version of national socialism” with the express

purpose of heightening civil conflict, chaos and violence. 
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If Yushchenko had not been removed by the April 2001 parliamentary vote of no confidence

initiated by President Kuchma, he would have continued to faithfully serve President Kuchma

until the end of his second term in 2004. Even after Yushchenko’s removal as prime minister, he

and Our Ukraine continued to have a naive faith in Kuchma holding free elections in 2004 and

the president anointing him as his chosen successor. After Kuchma initiated the parliamentary

no confidence vote in Yushchenko’s government, Yushchenko remained a “frequent visitor to

Kuchma”, Askold Krushelnycky writes in his newly published book, An Orange Revolution. 

This naive faith in the “good Tsar” became more difficult to argue after the appointment of

Donetsk governor Yanukovych as prime minister in November 2002. Nevertheless, Yushchenko’s

faith in the “good Tsar” (Kuchma) was not dented by growing pressure in 2003-2004 to introduce

constitutional reforms transforming Ukraine from a semi-presidential to a parliamentary-

presidential system that was understood as the regime seeking to take executive powers away from

a future President Yushchenko. The violence that rocked the April 2004 Mukachevo mayoral

elections and two months of dirty election campaign tactics in summer 2004 also failed to dent

Yushchenko’s faith in the president. 

Unfortunately, it took the poisoning of Yushchenko in September 2004 to finally force him to

understand that the authorities would never allow him to win. The faithful, loyal Yushchenko was

pushed in fall, 2004 against his character into entering the revolutionary terrain occupied by the

Tymoshenko bloc and the Socialist Party and becoming a temporary revolutionary. 

A September 2002 article in Time magazine had correctly described Yushchenko, “His is a

bloodless form of politics, the rationale approach of a former central banker not given to blazing

rhetoric,” who prefers dialogue to protest. 

Revolutionary street tactics were not Yushchenko’s style. Yushchenko and Our Ukraine had

never backed anti-Kuchma protests in 2000-2003; instead they had adopted multi-vector tactics

that failed then and in 2006. Our Ukraine flirted between occasionally joining the “Arise

Ukraine!” protests and working with the authorities through seeking to establish a centrist

parliamentary coalition. 

In 2002-2003, after Our Ukraine had come first in the proportional half of the 2002 elections,

Yushchenko’s strategy was to create a coalition of Our Ukraine and pro-Kuchma centrists, but

excluding their antagonistic foe, the Social Democratic united Party (SDPUo). Yushchenko

would then return as prime minister and Volodymyr L Lytvyn would become parliamentary

speaker. Another of Yushchenko’s tactics was to call for dialogue with the authorities. Our

Ukraine’s tactics failed in 2002-2003 and in 2005-2006. Kuchma rejected any round-table

dialogue and allied himself with SDPUo leader Viktor Medvedchuk, rather than with
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Yushchenko. Without the support of Our Ukraine, anti-regime protests only attracted crowds of

up to 50,000 and failed to become the mass movement that it potentially could have been. With

the support of Yushchenko and Our Ukraine, Kuchma could have been removed from power in

2000-2001, as his nemesis president Alberto Fujimori was in Peru. 

Revolution or Dialogue? 

The unwillingness of the authorities to permit Yushchenko to win the 2004 elections, the brutal

nature of the dirty tactics used against the Yushchenko campaign and Yushchenko’s poisoning

laid the groundwork for the Orange Revolution. The Orange Revolution was won by the huge

number of usually apolitical Ukrainians who flooded to Kyiv and by revolutionaries, such as

Tymoshenko. Yushchenko was the symbol of the Orange Revolution - but he was always the

unwilling, temporary revolutionary. 

Rukh deputy leader Vyacheslav Koval described Our Ukraine as a “constructive opposition” that

therefore only supported revolution as a last resort. This had always been Yushchenko’s position.

Revolution, Rukh leaders feared, could destabilize the Ukrainian state and lead it to lose

independence. They distrusted the whistleblower Mykola Melnychenko because they were

convinced that his tapes were part of a Russian conspiracy against Ukraine. The Kuchma camp,

in turn, viewed the tapes as a US-backed conspiracy to replace Kuchma by Yushchenko. Both

had a like-minded view of the Gongadze affair as a foreign-backed conspiracy and both

distrusted Melnychenko. 

Roman Besmertnyi, then Kuchma’s representative in parliament, ardently defended Kuchma in

parliament from attacks by the opposition during the Kuchmagate crisis earning him the

nickname of “Little Medvedchuk”. Besmertnyi, Andrew Wilson wrote in his new book Ukraine’s

Orange Revolution, “competed to be Kuchma’s most ardent public defender” on television

during the early period of the Kuchmagate crisis. Besmertnyi threatened that Kuchma would

disband parliament and rule by emergency decree if it voted to impeach him. Besmertnyi warned

that, “You will simply not be allowed to destabilize the situation in Ukraine; keep that in mind”.

Besmertnyi resigned his position in parliament and moved to Our Ukraine in 2002 where he has

since always held a high position. Our Ukraine’s commitment to revolution in, and outside,

power was dependent on the circumstances at the time. “Our Ukraine is ready to take up a more

radical niche if the situation demands it,” Yushchenko warned in September 2002. Yushchenko

offered two proposals to the authorities: dialogue or street protests. Our Ukraine’s multi-vector

strategy of dialogue and street protests merely reflected the divisions within the group that had

always existed between one wing that favored cooperation with opposition hardliners and another

that favored striking a deal with the authorities. This division reappeared after the 2006 elections
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when one wing of Our Ukraine led by Besmertnyi negotiated an orange coalition and another led

by Yuriy Yekhanurov negotiated a grand coalition.

The radical opposition turned down dialogue with the Kuchma regime in 20002003 and during

the Orange Revolution. As soon as the offer of round-table dialogue was made to Yushchenko he

took the bait, turning his back on the street protests. 

At the round-table negotiations, Yushchenko agreed to introduce constitutional reforms in 2006

and to give Kuchma immunity. In return, Yushchenko was guaranteed election on December 26;

that is, Kuchma made Yushchenko his official successor after he had obtained personal insurance. 

This dialogue laid the basis for Yushchenko’s demise after coming to power: the lack of criminal

charges against senior Kuchma officials disillusioned orange voters while the main beneficiary

from constitutional reform became Yanukovych. Of the 1,297 cases brought to court for election

fraud, all were against forced executors such as school teachers. Of these, only 265 were found

guilty and were given light, often suspended, sentences. Although the Supreme Court ruled on

December 1, 2004 that there had been massive election fraud, including by the Central Election

Commission (CEC), none of the organizers were ever charged. The then head of the CEC, Sergei

Kivalov, is currently head of parliament’s committee on law and the courts. 

Volodymyr Filenko, one of the key Orange Revolution organizers, wrote in Zerkalo Nedeli,

“Falsifications took place but there were no falsifiers?” Making everyone equal before the law was

a major demand of the Orange Revolution that Yushchenko failed to grasp. A video tape scandal

in Peru at the same time as Ukraine’s tape scandal led to the flight of the president from the

country and imprisonment of many officials. The videotapes were ordered shown on Peruvian

television. Melnychenko’s tapes still remain a taboo subject for Yushchenko and Our Ukraine. 

“Good Tsar” and “Bad Boyars” 

Yushchenko refused to bring Tymoshenko with him to round-table negotiations during the Orange

Revolution, knowing full well that she had always refused to hold dialogue with the authorities.

Divisions that had always existed since the Kuchmagate crisis opened up within the orange camp

between the radical opposition who argued for the takeover of power by occupying the presidential

administration and opposition accomodationists who agreed to conduct dialogue. 

This division between revolutionaries and non-revolutionaries had existed during the entire 2000-

2004 period but had been temporarily set aside during the 2004 elections and Orange Revolution.

Tymoshenko and Yushchenko had always put forward different strategies and worldviews during

the Kuchmagate crisis and the “Ukraine Without Kuchma” and “Arise Ukraine!” protests. 
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Tymoshenko believed the only place for Kuchma was to be placed on trial and that there could not

be dialogue with a “criminal regime”. Yushchenko placed all the blame for the regimes faults at

the floor of the “Boyars” (Medvedchuk) while seeking dialogue with the “good Tsar” (Kuchma).

It is little wonder that the Yushchenko-Tymoshenko alliance only lasted nine months in 2005. 

Yushchenko, the Non-Revolutionary 

After coming to power, Yushchenko never became the “messiah” that he had been elevated to

after his government was removed and his election as president. Orange and some blue

Ukrainians expected radical change that he, as a non-revolutionary, could never bring. Knowing

that pending constitutional reforms would take away his control over the government,

Yushchenko had a one-year window in 2005 during which he had the popularity and the

executive power, while facing only demoralized former regime supporters, when he could have

introduced any manner of radical reform. 

As Our Ukraine deputies Volodymyr Stretovych and Serhiy Bychkov recently wrote, “But at that

moment it seemed that we had nothing to give them.” They lamented that, “we were given the

greatest peoples trust and the greatest of peoples hopes was placed upon us.” 

In February 2005, 54 percent of Ukrainians believed that Ukraine was moving in the right

direction. Two years later, a Razumkov Center poll found that 63.2 percent believed Ukraine was

moving in the wrong direction. By summer 2005, there were clear signals that Ukrainians were

becoming uneasy about developments in their country. By June of that year, 43 percent still

believed that Ukraine was moving in the right direction, but 31 percent already disagreed. 

A year ago, the balance switched: 18 percent of Ukrainians believed Ukraine was moving in the right

and 62 in the wrong direction. This proportion has remained to this day. The Razumkov Center

pointed out that this correlation of right/wrong direction is worse than in the last year of Kuchma’s

rule when 20 percent believed Ukraine was moving in the right and 56 percent in the wrong direction. 

Between 2006-2007 Yushchenko’s support had plummeted to 19 percent after a year in office and

to 11 percent today. Yanukovych’s ratings are twice as high. Such a catastrophic collapse in

popularity in a president’s first two years in office would have led to a political crisis in a western

democracy; in the United States, presidents with ratings less than 30 percent are considered lame

ducks. In Russia, President Vladimir Putin is only a year from finishing his second term in office

and he continues to command 50-60 percent support. 

The president and Our Ukraine ignored the changing mood of Ukrainians from fall 2005, both

towards them and towards the direction that Ukraine was taking. As the Razumkov Center

45www.frishberg.com



pointed out, “If the authorities do not hear the communicators, in a democratic country they are

destined for failure.” This was clearly seen in the 2006 elections when Our Ukraine obtained ten

percent fewer votes when its honorary chairman, Yushchenko, was president than when Kuchma

was in power four years earlier. Today, Our Ukraine’s ratings are less than ten percent, a figure

similar to the one Rukh obtained when it stood alone in the 1998 elections. 

Where is Ukraine Going? 

This preceding analysis points to two possible scenarios in the two years ahead to the next

presidential elections. 

First, the Anti-Crisis coalition will successfully change the constitution to complete the

transformation of Ukraine into a parliamentary republic. The president would be elected by

parliament, as in neighboring Moldova, and no longer by popular vote. Within the Anti-Crisis

coalition, which has 240 deputies, the two left-wing parties have always supported the abolition

of the presidential institution. A wing of the Party of Regions also shares this view. 

Our Ukraine could arrive at the altogether logical conclusion that Yushchenko cannot win a

second term (this, of course, assumes he is in good enough health to stand). A constitutional

change would require an additional 60 votes to that possessed by the Anti Crisis coalition that

could be provided by Our Ukraine. Their rationale for providing the votes would be that they

rather nobody had the presidency than give it in 2009 to Yanukovych or Tymoshenko. 

The holding of early parliamentary elections might remove the need for Our Ukraine to provide

the additional votes to effect constitutional change. The Party of Regions would be likely to

increase its faction’s representation by early elections. 

Second, if the constitution is not changed and the presidential institution continues to exist, the

second round contest would be between Yanukovych and Tymoshenko. This would become a

repeat of the 2004 elections when Yanukovych was also prime minister with the orange

candidates merely changed from Yushchenko to Tymoshenko. 

Tymoshenko would have an uphill struggle to win the elections as her revolutionary profile may

be popular with the average person in the street but is distrusted by Ukraine’s business elites. Who

would Yushchenko support in a second round in 2009 if the choice were between Tymoshenko

and Yanukovych?
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MORE UNITES GUAM 

MEMBERS THAN DOES THE CIS

December 19, 2007

The four nations of the GUAM regional organization Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and

Moldova  celebrated their 10th anniversary in an event held at New York University. The event

was co-organized by NYU, the GUAM country UN missions and the Center for US-Ukrainian

Relations. Two of the member countries ambassadors, the deputy Georgian ambassador and

other senior members of the four countries UN delegations attended the one-day seminar that

was planned to discuss different aspects of GUAM .

Discussions to establish a regional group in the CIS began among Azeri and Ukrainian diplomats

in Vienna in 1995 and the organization was officially launched in Strasbourg in 1997. Two years

later Uzbekistan joined GUAM at the Washington summit was set to celebrate the 50th

anniversary of the founding NATO.

Uzbekistan suspended its membership in GUAM in 2002 and formally withdrew from the

organization in May 2005 after the international outcry over the Andijon massacre of protestors.

Uzbekistan had become increasingly uncomfortable at the growing emphasis on democratic

development in GUAM.

In 2006, GUAM renamed itself GUAM Organization for Democracy and Economic

Development (GUAM ODED) and established its headquarters in Kyiv, the Ukrainian capital.

Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev was the GUAM ODED first secretary general. The Kyiv

office of GUAM became operational in January 2007 with a relatively small budget of $500,000.

GUAM countries were brought together by security concerns and common views of the

undesirability of transforming the CIS into a supranational organization. Three of the GUAM

members have frozen conflicts from the late Soviet era (Transdniester, Abkhazia, South Ossetia

and Nagorno-Karabakh) while Ukraine has Crimea, an area with an ethnic Russian majority and

restive Tatars.

Three of the GUAM members also have Russian military bases on their territories. Russia agreed

to withdraw its bases from Moldova and Georgia at the 1999 OSCE summit in Istanbul, but has

continued to renege on this agreement. The Russian Black Sea Fleet has an agreement to remain

in Crimea until 2017. NATO enlargement to Georgia and Ukraine would therefore bring in two

countries with Russian bases, a new development for NATO.
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In the EU, integration proceeds in a two-track way with members seeking different levels of

integration; one group, deeper with the Euro and a Common Security and Defense Policy,

another, seeking to maintain greater national sovereignty over monetary and fiscal policy as well

as continued reliance on NATO as Europe’s primary security institution.

The CIS is the same as the EU with a fast-track integration group centered on Russia, Belarus,

Armenia and the Central Asian states who are members of the CIS Collective Security Organization.

GUAM represents the slow-track group with its members either seeking NATO membership

(Georgia, Ukraine) or deep levels of cooperation through the Partnership for Peace Program

(Azerbaijan).

A major issue discussed during the one-day New York conference was integration of two of the

GUAM members into NATO  Georgia and Ukraine. This would be the most difficult

enlargement that NATO had faced, as NATO would cross the “red line” of what Russia considers

its sphere of influence, the CIS. Besides Russian military bases in both countries, Georgia also

has two frozen conflicts. The bases are not seen as an obstacle by the US, as they relate to bilateral

Georgian and Ukrainian agreements with Russia. In the case of the frozen conflicts, NATO views

are divided over whether bringing in Georgia would speed up a resolution of the conflicts or

permanently freeze them in Russia’s favor.

The conference focused on how the frozen conflicts could be re-defined from cases of

Oseparatism to Oterrorism. Russia was able to convince many countries that Chechnya was a

case of international terrorism and this became one factor that improved relations between

Russia and Turkey. One speaker argued that Russia has suffered from both terrorism and

promoted terrorism in frozen conflicts (as well as in the murder of regime opponents abroad).

The Moldovan and Georgian frozen conflicts are further examples of externally inspired

terrorism. The Azerbaijani ambassador argued that Nagorno Karabakh was different in that this

was a case of a neighboring state annexing territory.

Through continuing to economically subsidize the frozen conflict zones, and by illegally giving

their citizens Russian passports, Russia is also contributing to soft security threats to Europe. All

of the frozen conflict enclaves are kept afloat by illegal activities that include the distribution of

military equipment, narcotics, people and other contraband.

These soft security threats make it imperative that the EU follows the US lead in devoting greater

attention to GUAM. The US has supported GUAM since its inception through diplomatic and

financial support. The EU has largely ignored GUAM and fails to send its diplomatic delegations

to attend GUAM summits.
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A speaker at the conference proposed that GUAM act in the same manner as earlier regional

organizations, such as the Visegrad group, when dealing with the EU. GUAM countries are

included in the EU’s European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) initiated in 2003-2004, but the

ENP includes countries that are eligible under the 1957 Treaty of Rome for EU membership 

(i.e., the GUAM group) and those who are not (i.e., Northern Africa and the Middle East).

The conference argued that GUAM should seek to obtain an ENP+ Privileged Partnership that

differentiates them from non-geographic European members of the ENP. The Azerbaijani

delegation pointed to the similarities and dissimilarities of frozen conflicts in GUAM and those

in the Balkans. In the western Balkans the EU introduced Stabilization and Accession

Agreements (SAA) in 1999-2000 with the aim of inducing the countries to not return to civil war.

Macedonia became a candidate country for EU membership in 2001 not because it had

accomplished any reforms, but as a way of inducing both sides to the civil war to turn to peace

negotiations. Three GUAM countries experienced similar conflicts as the western Balkans, but

the EU has not offered them SAAs.

GUAM has developed the GUAM+ (Plus) forums with the US, EU and Japan, whose UN

diplomatic representations attended the conference. GUAM has strongly lobbied for the

“internationalization” of the frozen conflicts to bring in the EU and UN. The Georgian and

Azeri delegations to the conference stressed the importance of the EU increasing its intermediary

presence in their two frozen conflicts in the same manner as the EU has intervened in the

Transdniester conflict.

The pending Kosovo declaration of independence came up on a number of occasions as a step

that could encourage Russia to use Kosovo as a precedent for the frozen conflict enclaves in

GUAM. Views were divided as to whether Russia would go down this route because of its own

separatist conflict in Chechnya. NYU Associate Professor Joshua Tucker suggested that Russia

preferred ambivalence, as this would give it greater ability to achieve its strategic goals. Another

speaker pointed out that if Kosovo was to be a precedent for the frozen conflicts, then the same

precedent could apply to Turkey, Canada, Spain, France and Belgium. The Turkish diplomatic

representation promised to raise this issue with Russia.

In May 2006, the Ukrainian Defense Ministry announced plans to establish GUAM

peacekeeping forces, which became formalized three months later. In September 2006, the first

meeting of GUAM security services and law enforcement officials met in Baku to discuss a

common strategy to combat terrorism.

An intriguing question discussed during the conference was the possible addition of Belarus as a

fifth GUAM member. Seton Hall University Associate Professor Margarita Balmaceda argued
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that Belarus was forced to adopt a more multi-vector foreign policy after relations with Russia

deteriorated during the 2007 gas crisis. If Belarus was to join GUAM, the organization would

include a corridor of countries stretching from the Baltic to the Black Seas that would greatly

enhance the success of the energy corridor. 

Finally, GUAM was positively contrasted to the CIS. The former was portrayed as a forward-

looking organization still in its infancy, whereas the CIS was an organization united on the basis

of the past. More unites GUAM members than does that of the 12 countries of the CIS. Inter-

GUAM and inter-CIS relations are also very different, as seen in how Russia has used the energy

weapon in its relations with Belarus and Ukraine, a very different strategy to that of Azerbaijan

taking up the shortfall in the supply of gas to Georgia caused by its inability to pay Russia’s

massive increased gas prices that were raised to Western European levels.
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UKRAINE FACING 

TWO STARK CHOICES

The Ukrainian Observer

December, 2007

The very fact that Ukraine now has a law on the Cabinet 

of Ministers is a positive development. 

During the Leonid Kuchma era, the president routinely vetoed the passage of such a law, one of

a number of key laws that are important to Ukraine’s state and institution building process. But,

the difference between the Kuchma era and today is that parliament under Kuchma never

mustered the constitutional majority or the confidence to over-ride Kuchma’s veto. Last month,

a constitutional majority overrode the president’s veto with the support of the Yulia Tymoshenko

bloc (BYuT). Such a temporary convergence of the interests of both the authorities and the

opposition was unlikely in the Kuchma era. 

Following the 1998 elections, pro-Kuchma centrists and national democrats cooperated against

the left’s domination of parliament. This coalition only disintegrated following the parliamentary

vote of no confidence in the Viktor Yushchenko government in April 2001. 

This split set the stage for a political realignment following the 2002 elections. From the ouster

of Yushchenko as prime minister the main contest ran between national democrats and pro-

Kuchma centrists, as reflected in the struggle between two Viktors (Yushchenko and Yanukovych)

in the 2004 presidential elections. 

The wild card proved to be the left. The Communist and Progressive Socialist parties always had

close ties to the Kuchma regime authorities. It is not therefore surprising that they aligned with

the regime’s candidate in the 2004 elections (Yanukovych) and following the 2006 elections with

the Party of Regions. The Socialist Party (SPU) backed the anti-Kuchma camp throughout the

Kuchma era and even played a leading role in the “Ukraine without Kuchma” movement during

the Kuchmagate crisis and then following this in the Arise Ukraine! protests. The SPU also

played a strategically important role during the Orange Revolution, but only in the second round

when they defected to Yushchenko. Moroz has come third or fourth during Ukraine’s three

presidential elections since 1994. 
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Following 14 years of opposition the SPU made the surprising defection in July 2006 to the

former Kuchma camp. The defection of the SPU made it possible for the Party of Regions and

its compliant ally, the CPU, to create the so-called Anti-Crisis coalition (ACC). On August 4,

2006, Yanukovych returned as prime minister of the ACC government. 

Yushchenko’s Stark Choices 

In August, Yushchenko was faced with two stark choices, both of which were not palatable:

dissolve parliament and call fresh elections or agree to the return of Yanukovych as prime minister.

Yushchenko agreed to the latter after the holding of a round-table of parliamentary forces, four of

whom signed the Universal Agreement on National Unity. Only BYuT refused to sign. 

Throughout the summer crisis, sources inside the presidential secretariat told me that under no

conditions would President Yushchenko ever agree to the return of Yanukovych to government.

Why then did he eventually agree? There can be only three explanations. 

Firstly, Yushchenko believed that the four political forces that signed the Universal would go on

to create a parliamentary coalition that would use the agreement as the basis of its government

program. The National Unity coalition would, in effect, be the same as the grand coalition that

Prime Minister Yuriy Yekhanurov and the Party of Regions negotiated, on Yushchenko’s

instructions, following the March 2006 elections. 

But, again Yushchenko misunderstood that the grand and national unity coalitions had two crucial

differences that made the former a potential lost opportunity and the latter a work of fiction. In

the grand coalition, the Party of Regions gave up the position of prime minister to Our Ukraine

while in the national unity coalition the Party of Regions demanded the position for itself. 

In the grand coalition there were also no Communists. The presence of Communists in the

national unity coalition and Yanukovych as prime minister made it very likely that Our Ukraine

would never join. After another two months of indecision, following six earlier indecisive months,

Our Ukraine finally decided to go into ‘opposition’ as a badly damaged and split political force.

It remains unclear if President Yushchenko and Our Ukraine naively believed in the ability of the

round-table negotiations to create a stable national unity coalition. 

Secondly, President Yushchenko prepared a draft decree and television address to dissolve

parliament. But, at the final moment he backed away from this step because of a mixture of

indecisiveness and lack of political will. This certainly sounds like the Yushchenko we know. If

true, then he has only himself to blame for subsequent developments. 
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Thirdly, President Yushchenko was pressured into backing away from dissolving parliament. This

explanation is widely known in the presidential secretariat, according to a second member of the

secretariat who confided to this author in late November. On the evening of August 3,

Yushchenko received two visitors from the Party of Regions, including First Deputy Prime

Minister Andriy Kluyev who has responsibility for the energy sector. 

According to my informant, the two visitors threatened to publicly expose Petro Yushchenko’s

murky dealings in the energy sector and the laundering of corrupt proceeds abroad. After this threat,

Yushchenko backed down from dissolving parliament and agreed to Yanukovych’s candidacy. 

If the third explanation is correct, Ukraine’s politics continues to remain little different from the

Kuchma era. The explanation is particularly galling because Andriy Kluyev was head of the

unofficial Yanukovych election campaign during the 2004 elections. These headquarters

undertook the dirty tricks and other numerous violations (including possibly Yushchenko’s

poisoning and the attempt to blow up Yushchenko’s election headquarters) that would have led

to him being put on trial in any country with the rule of law. In Peru, senior officials are either in

jail or in exile over its tape scandal. But, in Ukraine, similar officials are back in power, giving

them the possibility to make threats against the president. 

Traitors and Orange Ideals 

The vote on the cabinet of ministers law has led to accusations of betrayal of the Orange

Revolution, this time against BYuT. In reality, the first to betray the orange camp was President

Yushchenko himself in September 2005 when he dismissed the Tymoshenko government after

describing it as the best government in Europe only two weeks earlier on Ukraine’s independence

day. This was followed by Yushchenko’s first memorandum with the Party of Regions that

included many surprising points, such as an ‘amnesty’ for election fraud. 

The second betrayal came after the March 2006 elections when President Yushchenko instructed

Yekhanurov to hold negotiations with the Party of Regions for a grand coalition. Simultaneously,

Our Ukraine under Roman Besmertnyi held negotiations with BYuT and the SPU for an Orange

coalition. Yushchenko did not want to see Tymoshenko back in government but instead got

Yanukovych with whom he has even greater difficulties. 

The SPU should be credited with backing negotiations for an Orange coalition until the beginning of

July. Nevertheless, this should not entitle SPU leader Oleksandr Moroz to be named man of the year,

as Korrespondent magazine named him this year. Moroz only defected after Our Ukraine put forward

Petro Poroshenko for the position of parliamentary speaker and following three months of double

dealing negotiations that resembled the well known Talking Heads song ‘The Road to Nowhere’. 
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BYuT’s vote with the Party of Regions on the law on the cabinet of ministers is the second such

vote, and a strategic mistake that has led to widespread criticism from within the ranks of its own

supporters. The first vote could be more readily explained as it took place in January 2006 when

BYuT voted no confidence in the Yekhanurov government over the gas contract it had negotiated

with Russia. BYuT could have abstained (rather than voted with the then opposition Party of

Regions) to show their opposition to the hastily agreed gas contract and the inclusion of the non-

transparent Rosukrenergo intermediary. 

BYuT is not the only political force that is critical of what was a lack of any energy strategy.

Oleksandr Chalyi, deputy head of the presidential secretariat, described the gas agreement as one

of Ukraine’s worst foreign policy decisions last year. 

What do recent developments tell us about Ukrainian parties? 

Developments since the Orange Revolution tell us that Ukraine does not possess real political

parties that represent concrete ideologies. The US-based National Democratic Institute and

International Republican Institutes take note. During the Kuchma era, it was traditionally

understood that left and right-wing parties in Ukraine were ideologically driven while those in the

center were ideologically amorphous. 

The line of conflict from Yushchenko’s dismissal as prime minister in April 2001 until his election

in January 2005 therefore seemed to rest on a battle between an ideologically driven opposition

and materially driven (‘pragmatic’) pro-regime forces. Following two years of Yushchenko’s

presidency, this framework for understanding Ukrainian politics is badly in need of an upgrade.

The CPU was always a party that was willing to work with the authorities, including with Kuchma

and the oligarchs in the ACC. The CPU’s popularity declined from 20 percent in 2002 to 3.5 in

2006. The evidence suggests that the 2011 parliament may be Ukraine’s first without a

Communist presence. 

The SPU and its leader Moroz have damaged a positive reputation earned in particular during the

Kuchmagate crisis. What was most surprising about the SPU was less its defection than the fact that

only two of its 31 factions rebelled against the decision to align with the Party of Regions. The SPU

will be severely challenged in its central Ukrainian heartland in the next elections by both BYuT and

former speaker and now deputy president of the National Academy of Sciences, Volodymyr Lytvyn. 

The Party of Regions never had any ideology and grew out of the 2002 For a United Ukraine

bloc, a five party pro-Kuchma alliance. Of the five parties, the Party of Regions is one of two that

54



has survived to the present day and it won the largest number of votes in the 2006 elections. The

other survivor is the Party of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs which has backed Yushchenko

since the second round of the 2004 elections and in the 2006 elections was a member of the Our

Ukraine bloc. Since the Orange Revolution, and especially after returning to power in the ACC,

the Party of Regions has had the opportunity to transform itself into a post-oligarch and post-

Kuchma party that adheres to democratic norms. 

Ukraine’s wealthiest oligarch, Rinat Akhmetov, publicly acknowledges the need to increase

Systems Capital Management legitimacy and thereby to improve the public and international

standing of himself and the Party he funds. 

Events since the Orange Revolution show that the Party of Regions has little interest in

transforming along the lines it claims. There remains a wide gulf between its Potemkin-like clean

image abroad, fostered by a Washington public relations firm, and the policies pursued by the

Party of Regions back home. 

Our Ukraine is perhaps the biggest disappointment as it obtained ten percent fewer votes under

Yushchenko than it did under Kuchma in 2002, following strategic mistakes and a poorly

conducted election campaign. Our Ukraine in 2002 was a broad alliance of national democratic

parties united by Yushchenko that made it possible for them to receive 24 percent support when

traditionally Rukh only obtained 10. 

By the 2006 elections many of these political parties had deserted Our Ukraine to create separate

blocs, leading to the rump Our Ukraine becoming dominated by business groups, rather than by

national democrats as in 2002. These business groups, such as Kinakh’s Party of Industrialists

and Entrepreneurs and Poroshenko’s Solidarity, had more in common with the Party of Regions

than with BYuT. By the end of 2006, Our Ukraine had become a divided and ineffectual political

force, thereby leaving a vacuum in the center-right political spectrum that has always played an

important role in post-communist states in promoting reform and Euro-Atlantic integration.

BYuT emerged out of the Front for National Salvation (FNS), an umbrella group created during

anti-Kuchma protests in 2000-2001. During the 2002 elections, BYuT was a leading member of

the FNS, the radical wing of the anti-Kuchma protests, a feature that was also true of

Tymoshenko during the Orange Revolution. In the 2006 elections, BYuT included the small

Ukrainian Social Democratic Party (USDP), but the key political force in BYuT is

Tymoshenko’s Fatherland Party that also has a center-left ideological niche. 

The USDP and the SPU are Ukraine’s only two parties that have been admitted to the Socialist

International (the Social Democratic united Party headed by Viktor Medvedchuk was refused

55www.frishberg.com



membership as a party that has nothing to do with social democracy). The Fatherland Party is

debating whether to make an application to join the Socialist International which, if successful,

would take away the SPU’s voters. The move would also enhance BYuT’s emergence as a center-

left bloc that would eclipse the SPU. 

Therefore, if the Ukrainian parliament continues to remain in place until 2011, it will do so with

three of its five political forces in crisis: CPU, SPU and Our Ukraine. The two largest factions -

Party of Regions and BYuT - who together control 70 percent of deputies will continue to

determine the outcome of parliament’s deliberations. 

National democratic forces need to rebuild a new center-right political force, rather than attempt

to revive Our Ukraine, that could regain some of its voters in the 2011 elections. 

Yushchenko’s Continued Dilemma 

Ukraine’s president desisted from dissolving parliament in August 2006 for one of three reasons

outlined earlier. In BYuT’s view, the decision has been merely postponed and it continues to call

for early elections. Whether early elections will come remain to be seen and are dependent less

on BYuT than on the president. 

Following the vote on the law on cabinet of ministers, it is now plainly obvious that Yushchenko

is faced with a two fold dilemma. He can either permit Yanukovych to remain in office until the

next elections in 2011 or he can make steps to dissolve parliament and call early elections. As

Yulia Mostova wrote last month in Zerkalo Tyzhnia, the ACC and Yanukovych might be well here

to stay until 2011. 

If Yushchenko permits Yanukovych and the ACC to remain in place until 2011 he will have two

unpalatable outcomes. Firstly, his power will be non-existent as Ukraine could very well have

become a parliamentary republic. Secondly, important democratic, economic and international

gains from the Orange Revolution will have been reversed. 

If the readers of this article believe that this prognosis is too pessimistic then they should take a

look at what the Party of Regions has undertaken in only five months in office when they have

another 50 months until March 2011. 
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