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#1 
A Day and a Night of Viktor Yanukovych:  
He Who drowned the EuroMaidan in blood 
by Serhiy Leshchenko and Mustafa Nayem 
Ukrainska Pravda, 6 December 2013 
[translated by Nikolai Bilaniuk for UKL] 



 
A week ago, Yanukovych could have made a decision that would have abruptly 
altered his fate. If on Friday morning he had signed the Association Agreement, 
he would have been able to return home triumphant that he had made a far-
reaching decision for his country, and would have guaranteed himself a place in 
the history books. 
 
He would have buried all the negativity that has accumulated around the corrupt 
dealings of his family. He would have relaunched relations with the West, and 
would have guaranteed himself a quiet retirement in 2015 or even 2020. He 
would even have achieved some legitimization in the West regarding his 
imprisoning of political opponents, since the issue of freeing Yulia Tymoshenko 
would no longer have featured as an ultimatum. 
 
Yet overnight, from a capricious child whom for two years the West had been 
trying to educate through negotiations,  Viktor Yanukovych transformed himself 
into an odious, blood-contaminated, mad despot. 
 
Now former heads of the U.S. State Department and the most influential 
Ukrainian diasporas in the world demand that sanctions be introduced against 
him, and for five days running European governments have been serving up 
demonstrative obstruction. 
 
The center of the capital has been turned into a backdrop for an apocalyptic 
movie, with barricades and bonfires. He can stay in peace at the sarcophagus of 
"Mezhyhirya" only because he surrounded it with a few hundred pieces of cannon 
fodder with chevrons labeled "Berkut" on their sleeves. 
 
"Ukrainska Pravda" was able to establish the chronology of the bloody night on 
the Maidan on November 30, and to learn about the plans and scenarios that 
were developed in government offices during those days. 
 
While there was shouting on the Maidan, Viktor Yanukovych was hunting boar 
 
Late afteroon on Friday, Viktor Yanukovych arrived in Kyiv after the failed 
Eastern Partnership Summit in Vilnius. He proceeded to Mezhyhirya without 
stopping at Bankova Street. 
 
Yanukovych spent a few hours at his palace, which is spread over an area the size 
of the Principality of Monaco. Then he went on a night hunt to Sukholuchchja - a 
state wildlife preserve, which was privatized to the control of offshore companies 
owned by Yanukovych. 
 
In fact, according to the sources, during the fighting at Maidan Nezalezhnosti 
[Independence Square], Yanukovych was reveling in the blood of animals just 
seventy kilometers north of the capital. 
 



EuroMaidan, which was raging in Kyiv at the time, visibly irritated Yanukovych. 
There were signs of his complexes from 2004. In addition, what was even more 
out of control in his view, was the creation of a dangerous precedent for the next 
presidential election, when Viktor Yanukovych was planning to be re-elected for a 
second term without the accompaniment of an opposition Maidan. 
 
To this day, it remains a riddle just how directly Yanukovych articulated the order 
to clean out the Maidan. Did he order it to be done with ostentatious cruelty, such 
that "Berkut" was not only tasked with beating people in the liver, but also 
beating out of them any desire to meet again? Or did Yanukovych order that the 
people who irritated him be removed, leaving it to the police to select available 
means, but without his thinking about the consequences of his anger? 
 
One way or the other, Yanukovych went hunting and "Berkut" drowned 
EuroMaidan in blood. 
 
According to information from a variety of independent sources, the 
management of this operation was assumed by Andrij Kliuev, the National 
Security Council Secretary, who did not respond to a request from "Ukrainska 
Pravda" to present his version of events. He already had experience using force to 
conspicuously disperse a peaceful assembly - it is sufficient to recall the 
bloodshed next to the Central Electoral Commission a week before the 
presidential election of 2004. 
 
Sources say that the preparations for cleaning out the Maidan began at the 
beginning of last week - Kliuev and his first deputy Volodymyr Sivkovych selected 
groups of Berkut that would be entrusted with the dirty work. 
 
Ultimately, the choice was to select out-of-town fighters from Dnipropetrovsk, 
Luhansk, and Cherkasy oblasts, and from Crimea. During the fighting at the 
Maidan, Volodymyr Sivkovych was based at the office of Kyiv police chief Valery 
Koryak. 
 
The Kyiv municipal administration also had a hand in the preparations for the 
bloody dispersal of the Maidan. In order to justify the involvement of Berkut in 
beating peaceful protesters, the first deputy of Alexander Popov, namely Anatoly 
Holubchenko, signed an urgent order to bring construction machinery to the 
Independence Monument. 
 
One of the strange circumstances of that night is that the head of the presidential 
administration Serhiy Lyovochkin was out of reach. According to one version, 
Lyovochkin was aware of the intention to disperse the Maidan but did not 
participate in the discussion of this scenario, and deliberately withdrew, allowing 
his eternal rival Kliuiev to definitively discredit himself in the eyes of the West. 
 
According to another version, Lyovochkin did not pick up the phone because... he 
wanted to relax after the nerve-wracking summit in Vilnius. His entourage 



adheres to this version, although the very idea that the head of the presidential 
administration may be out of reach seems strange. 
 
Thus whatever the case may have been, Lyovochkin's phone was ringing off the 
hook thanks to Western diplomats and Ukrainian colleagues, but he first picked 
up the receiver after dawn, when the caller was U.S. Ambassador Jeffrey Payyett. 
In fact, according to Lyovochkin's entourage, he first learned of the fighting on 
the Maidan from the American. 
 
Next Lyovochkin tried to contact Yanukovych, who was still hunting, but the 
latter did not pick up the phone. After this Lyovochkin wrote a letter of 
resignation and handed Yanukovych a disc of world news about the bloody 
morning on the Maidan. In addition, the presidential administration prepared for 
Yanukovych a draft statement announcing the dismissal of Interior Minister 
Vitaly Zakharchenko, but he refused to consider it. 
 
During the first half-day after the dispersal of the Maidan, according to his 
entourage Lyovochkin contacted Kluiev and warned him about his personal 
responsibility for the dispersal of the demonstrators. In response to this, the 
Security Council secretary said that television will report that municipal workers 
were setting up a Christmas tree, and "Berkut" was protecting them from 
attacking protesters. The next day, it was with this version that Moscow TV 
channels began reporting about the defeat of the peaceful assembly in Kiev. 
 
It's no secret that Kliuev is a close friend of Victor Medvedchuk, who is the 
curator of Ukraine for the Kremlin. That the media which are under Putin's hand 
became the mouthpieces for the version promoted by the shadowy Kliuiev, serves 
as yet another proof of his responsibility for the bloodshed. It was the same with 
the secret by Hanna Herman, who is under the control of Kliuiev, who suddenly 
decided to report his innocence concerning the fighting. 
 
The dispersal of the Maidan showed that in contrast to 2004, the President has 
no control over TV broadcasting. Media magnates Dmytro Firtash, Victor 
Pinchuk, and even Rinat Akhmetov covered the events almost without self-
censorship, and showed the most shocking videos of demonstrators being beated 
on the night of November 30th, and during the incident on Bankova Street on 
December 1st. 
 
The definitive proof of the responsibility of Andriy Kliuiev for the dispersal of the 
Maidan was his speech at the morning session of the Party of Regions last 
Tuesday. The cruel behaviour of "Berkut" on the night from 29-30 November, 
was explained not by the head of the Ministry of Interior Affairs, but by the 
secretary of the Security Council. 
 
According to witnesses, Kliuev so eloquently described the effectiveness and 
courage of law enforcement officials that those in the room even began to joke : 
"Yes, maybe we should reward Zakharchenko." 



 
In response to the direct question whether Kliuev personally instigated the plan 
to disperse the Maidan, he placed all responsibility on Valery Koryak, the head of 
the municipal police, forgetting to even mention the role of Vitaly Zakharchenko. 
This is more than surprising, because any deployment of "Berkut", and especially 
the re-assignment of regional special forces units to the central command is 
impossible without orders from the head of the Ministry of Interior Affairs. 
 
Just three days after the bloody events on the Maidan, Viktor Yanukovych 
departed for China without punishing anybody responsible. Instead, nine 
protesters find themselves in jail, criminal proceedings have been launched 
against them, and they found themselves in court within 24 hours. 
 
What's Next? Scenarios 
 
A week after the start of EuroMaidan, considering the new demand for the 
resignation of Viktor Yanukovych, it is clear that the sudden revolution has 
transformed into a prolonged positional standoff. Opponents of the regime keep 
arriving in Kyiv, and the government is summoning security forces for rotations 
in the capital. 
 
People are barricading downtown streets and blocking government buildings. On 
Thursday dump trucks were used to block the entrance to the presidential 
administration at 20 Shovkovychna Street. This is the back entrance used by 
officials under the current revolutionary conditions to access the building whose 
main entrance is on Bank Street. 
 
The resignation of Yanukovych remains the ultimate goal of the EuroMaidan, 
while the opposition is actively discussing more realistic ways out of the crisis, 
which include keeping the current president in office until 2015. 
 
Serhiy Arbuzov, the first deputy prime minister and candidate of the "family 
clan", is attempting to position himself as the negotiator for the government side. 
In recent days he launched an unprecedented activity - an official, who staunchly 
avoided interviews for the last three and a half years, is now rarely absent from 
the TV screens, advancing his thesis about the negotiations. He even appeared on 
"Channel 5" , despite his long-running conflict with its owner, Petro Poroshenko. 
 
A precondition for talks is the "zero option" in which the regime withdraws the 
"Berkut" from the center of Kyiv and frees detained activists, while the opposition 
removes its blockade of government buildings. 
 
So, the first of the possible compromise scenarios is a "technical government". 
This envisions  Azarov's resignation and the formation of a "government of 
technocrats" without tainted individuals, which would serve until the next 
presidential elections. 
 



Obviously, Arbuzov would retain for himself the role of prime minister in this 
Cabinet. Part of the opposition considers the scenario of a "technical 
government" as acceptable, but opposes having Arbuzov at the helm. Moreover, 
the condition for the creation of such a body should be the signing of the 
Association Agreement with the EU. 
 
US Deputy Secretary of State Victoria Nuland advocated in support of such a 
scenario during a meeting with the opposition in Kyiv. 
 
The second scenario would be a "return to a parliamentary-presidential republic" 
which existed after the Orange Revolution. Moreover, the restoration of the old 
constitution would be achieved via a strange "politico-legal decision." According 
to the logic of those who support this approach, parliament should vote to not 
recognize the judgments of the Constitutional Court according to which Viktor 
Yanukovych in 2010 received the level of power wielded by Leonid Kuchma. 
 
The explanation of the supporters of this approach, among whom the first was 
member of parliament David Zhvania, was that since Yanukovych acquired these 
powers in a dubious manner, that he could lose them the same way.   
 
The third scenario is the radical one. It provides for continued pressure on 
Yanukovich, exacerbating the situation in the streets and provoking a "guarantor" 
for renewed abuses by the organs of power. In parallel, it would involve calling 
upon the West to begin applying sanctions, without wasting time on the adoption 
of special laws modelled on the "Magnitsky Act", but simply blocking the 
accounts of the most discredited officials, and placing them on a list of people 
blocked from entry. 
 
Application of pressure to Yanukovych in particular would take place by blocking 
him in at Mezhyhirya, launching a nationwide strike, causing the collapse of the 
organs of governance, and forming an alternative government. A financial 
disaster would also play its role, as Azarov's government has led Ukraine to the 
brink already. 
 
Actually, it is possible that a hybridization of these scenarios will take place, with 
elements from several of them simultaneously. For example, an element of the 
radical scenario - blocking Yanukovich at Mezhyhirya - could force him to 
negotiate with the street protesters and the opposition concerning the re-
establishment of a parliamentary-presidential republic. 
 
In addition, one increasingly hears of proposals to invite international mediators 
to guarantee compliance with agreements between Yanukovych and his 
opponents. These could be the already familiar ex-presidents Pat Cox and 
Alexander Kwasniewski, and the current foreign ministers Carl Bildt of Sweden 
and Radek Sikorski of Poland. 
 
Despite the political limitations imposed on the time available, Viktor 



Yanukovych continues to play on two fronts, not abandoning hope for a second 
term, and looking for a source of money to close the budget gap. On the eve of his 
visit to China, he almost simultaneously dispatched two delegations. One went to 
Moscow to prepare a draft of a new strategic agreement with the Kremlin. The 
second went to Brussels to preserve the possibility of renewed talks with the 
European Commission in case of failure of the talks in Moscow. 
 
The mission to Moscow is headed by Yuriy Boyko, accompanied by finance 
minister Yuriy Kolobov. Visiting Brussels are deputy foreign minister Andriy 
Olefirov and vice chairman of the National Bank of Ukraine Mykola Udovychenko, 
who are supposed to meet Stefan Fule. 
 
Viktor Yanukovych himself places all his hopes on signals from the Russian 
mission. According to sources, the text of a new strategic agreement is almost 
ready, what remains is to finalize appendices and protocols, which will actually 
spell out the financial parameters of the agreements between Kyiv and Moscow. 
 
Depending on how convincing the Russian offer will be, Yanukovych's plane may 
make a refueling stop en route from China. That depends where Vladimir Putin 
will be at that moment, since he is the last possible ally of the current president of 
Ukraine. 
 
#2 
Bankova Prisoners: Anyone Will Do? 
by Halya Coynash 
Human Rights in Ukraine, 8 December 2013 
http://khpg.org/index.php?id=1386271279 
[see the web version for video links –UKL] 
 
During highly irregular court hearings in Kyiv late in the evening of December 3, 
9 men were remanded in custody for two months over alleged involvement in 
mass disturbances near the president’s administration on Bankova St. on Dec 
1.  None has yet been formally charged.  On Dec 5 the same measure was applied 
against a second journalist, Andriy Dzyndzya from Road Control.  
 
Despite application of the most severe restraint measure possible, the prosecutor 
provided no evidence in court for any of the men’s supposed involvement.  The 
only testimony as such was purported to be from Berkut riot police who were not 
named, and who did not appear in court. 
 
There is however ample video footage of the disturbances on Bankova 
St,  including footage where we can see some of the detained men who were 
showing no resistance being brutally beaten by Berkut officers.  Relatives 
managed to identify at least three people: Oleksandr Ostashchenko ((at 0:05-
0:41 , 1:18-2:25 and 3:30-4:19);  Yury Bolotov ((0:05-0:41; 0:41-0:55; 3:30-4:19; 
Mykola Lazarevsky (2:40-3:15 and 3:30-4:19).  
 



There are also eye witness accounts, including from Oleh Martynenko, an OZON 
peaceful assembly monitor, and videos which show young men, most in masks, 
apparently hell-bent on confrontation.   There is clear evidence that Dmytro 
Korchynsky was present and his extreme rightwing and pro-Russian organization 
Bratstvo has often been detected provoking trouble leading to a police crackdown. 
 
All of the above, and damning video footage showing one supposed rabble-rouser 
(in a purple jacket) first apparently fighting the Berkut officers, then standing 
together with them, give compelling grounds for suspecting that the 
confrontation on Bankova St was orchestrated.  
 
Given these suspicions, it is surely of relevance that the first arrests should have 
been of men bearing no resemblance to the young louts in masks, and that two 
journalists,  counting Road Control journalist Andriy Dzyndzya, are among the 
detained. The links below provide brief descriptions of the men and accounts of 
what happened to them. As can be seen they are people of various ages with an 
education, professional skills and most holding good jobs.  A large number have 
young families.  
 
In short, they are similar to the hundreds of thousands of others who came out on 
Sunday Dec. 1 to demonstrate their support for European integration and outrage 
at the brutal dispersing of the peaceful EuroMaidan protest early in the morning 
on 30 November. 
Through having been on Bankova St at the wrong time, they ended up first 
savagely beaten by Berkut officers and now could face 5-8 year sentences.  
 
Tens of thousands of other demonstrators could have found themselves in the 
same situation.  
 
It seems extremely likely that these arrests are aimed at dissuading ordinary 
Ukrainians from exercising their right to peaceful protest, and journalists from 
reporting what the authorities prefer people not to know. 
 
The police brutality towards protesters on Dec 1 was fortunately videoed on a 
mobile telephone.  The video shows Berkut riot police throwing men to the 
ground and then beating them.  Relatives and friends have managed to identify at 
least three people: 
 
Oleksandr Ostashchenko (0:05-0:41 – Ostashchenko is lying down; 1:18-2:25 –
Ostashchenko is being brought in and put on the ground and beaten;  3:30-4:19 – 
he’s kept there, lying on the ground); 
 
On a video clip taken by Vidro Production, you can see Ostashchenko come out of 
the courtyard on Bankova St.  Approaching the police officers he lifts his hands 
up, showing that he is not showing resistance - and is beaten (4:49-4:57). 
Yury Bolotov ((0:05-0:41 – Bolotov is sitting; 0:41-0:55 – he’s taken towards the 
president’s administration, beaten; 3:30-4:19 – he’s kept there, lying on the 



ground) 
 
On the Vidro Production video you see Yury Bolotov (5:03-5:07) being brought 
out from Bankova St; in the background others are being beaten. 
 
Mykola Lazarevsky (2:40-3:15 – Lazarevsky, lying on the ground, being 
beaten;  3:30-4:19 – he’s kept there, lying on the ground). 
The main video which as of December 6 has been watched by well-over 600 
thousand people was made by Volodymr Tyshchenko who pretended to be a hired 
thug, pulling his hood down and pretending to be speaking to somebody in 
Russian, while in fact videoing what was going on.  
 
The video can now only be viewed on YouTube after clicking on the box that 
confirms you have been warned that the film contains scenes considered 
unacceptable by some YouTube viewers.  This is possibly not only the shockingly 
violent behaviour of the Berkut officers, but their language: “On your knees, on 
your knees, scum”” “I’ll show you revolution, cunt”. 
 
All three men identified in the video, as well as 6 other men, were remanded in 
custody for two months on Dec 3.  This prompted protest in Ukraine, including 
pickets outside the Interior Ministry, Prosecutor General’s Office and the SIZO 
[detention unit] where those men not still in hospital are being held.  On Dec 6 
Amnesty International issued an urgent appeal in which it states that: “There are 
reports of indiscriminate and excessive use of force by riot police towards 
perpetrators of violence, but also towards peaceful protestors, including the 
wounded. Video footage from the site shows about a dozen injured protestors 
being kicked and beaten by riot police despite the fact they are unarmed and lying 
on the ground.” 
 
[More information on the detained men can be obtained through links in the web 
version –UKL] 
 
#3 
Provoking the Euromaidan 
by Anton Shekhovtsov 
Open Democracy, 3 December 2013 
http://www.opendemocracy.net/print/77534 
 
Far-right agents provocateurs have been infiltrating the Euromaidan protests 
in Ukraine, and provoking the police and protesters to violence. Anton 
Shekhovtsov reports. 
 
Anton Shekhovtsov is PhD student at the UCL School of Slavonic and East 
European Studies and European Fellow of the Radicalism and New 
Media Research Group. He is also editor of the "Explorations of the Far Right" 
book series at ibidem-Verlag. 
 



The U-turn on the Association Agreement with the EU by the Ukrainian 
government has sparked the most massive social protests since the ‘Orange 
Revolution’ in 2004. Unlike the ‘Orange revolution,’ however, the new protests, 
named ‘the Euromaidan,’ are marked by the government’s disproportionate use 
of violence against the non-violent protests. The authorities have been making 
use of paid instigators who infiltrate the protests and then start attacking the 
police to provoke a ‘retaliatory’ suppression of the ‘violent protestors.’ 
 
December 1st 
 
December 1st was another day of blood and violence. The Ukrainian opposition 
had planned a peaceful protest against the brutal beating of several hundreds of 
protestors, the day before, by 1,000-2,000 members of the ‘Berkut’ special police 
unit. However, the gathering of hundreds of thousands of people was 
overshadowed by the clashes on Bankova Street, leading to the building of the 
Presidential Administration, where the Berkut held the line against an extremely 
violent, 200- strong crowd. 
 
They threw flares, smoke bombs, Molotov cocktails and stones at the police. 
Media reports at first referred to this hardcore group – many of them masked – 
as ‘unknown activists;’ unknown because nobody knew if their actions were, in 
fact, sanctioned by the opposition. Since the opposition had specifically 
renounced any use of violence, the media soon started to refer to these men as 
‘provocateurs.’ They threw flares, smoke bombs, Molotov cocktails and stones at 
the police, beat them with chains, fired tear gas, and brought up an excavator to 
break through the police cordon.  
The police did not respond, stood their ground and used megaphones, urging the 
troublemakers to stop. Some other protesters, later joined by businessman and 
politician Petro Poroshenko, understanding the deliberately provocative nature 
of what was happening, tried to calm things down, which only resulted in fights 
between the protesters. Eventually, the violent crowd again started attacking the 
police. This time, the police were replaced by the Berkut troops, which dispersed 
the crowd and severely beat dozens of people including 40 Ukrainian and foreign 
journalists. Guilty or non-guilty, everybody who was in the wrong place in the 
wrong time was beaten up. The opposition’s leaders, Vitali Klitschko (UDAR) and 
Oleh Tyahnybok (far right Svoboda), themselves went to Bankova Street, to urge 
the troublemakers to join the peaceful protests on Maidan (Independence 
Square). 
 
‘Titushki’ 
 
Who were those troublemakers? The pro-democratic media and the opposition 
were quick to denounce them as provocateurs, ‘titushki’ – a term that has entered 
the Ukrainian political dictionary, after the May 2013 disturbances in Kyiv, when 
a group of young sportsmen – among them Vadym Titushko – were hired by the 
authorities to attack the opposition and journalists. 
 



The story on December 1st was more complicated. Video footage uploaded on 
YouTube later that day, revealed two white minivans owned by the State Security 
Administration, which had brought a few dozen unknown people in civilian 
clothes to the yard close by the police cordon on Bankova Street. These might 
have been titushki, but it is not clear whether they actually took part in the 
attacks on the police. 
Almost all of them wore masks and yellow armbands with the wolf’s hook 
symbol; and were clearly battle-equipped. 
What is clear is that the hardcore of the violent crowd was not the titushki, but 
right-wing extremists and far right football hooligans. Almost all of them wore 
masks and yellow armbands with the wolf’s hook symbol; and were clearly battle-
equipped. 
 
The black wolf’s hook 
 
The black wolf’s hook on yellow armbands revealed their political affiliation: the 
Social-National Assembly (SNA), a largely Kyiv-based neo-Nazi organisation, 
which hoped to register as a political party in 2011 but failed. Its leaders and 
ideologues are currently jailed on dubious charges. 
 
There were also activists from other right-wing extremist organisations. The call 
to arms came via the social networking website VKontakte where they formed a 
group - ‘The Maidan Action Right-Wing Sector,’ and it was this particular group 
that attacked the police on Bankova Street. In addition to the SNA, the ‘Right-
Wing Sector’ also includes ‘Tryzub’ (Trident) and ‘Bily Molot’ (White Hammer). 
Tryzub was originally formed in 1993 as a paramilitary unit of the Congress of 
Ukrainian Nationalists, but then became an independent organisation. In 
September 2009, Tryzub activists took part in attacks on gay people; and cut off 
the head of the Stalin monument in Zaporizhzhya in December 2010. Bily Molot 
is a relatively new group, which attracted some publicity by smashing a number 
of illegal casinos in Kyiv and the regions. 
 
It appears that the troublemakers were not provocateurs, but rather an 
independent group of right-wing extremists. 
 
The confrontation on Bankova Street was not the first action of the Right-Wing 
Sector. At the beginning of the Euromaidan protests, they attacked peaceful left-
wing activists; and then were filmed training how to handle attacks. Before they 
attacked the police close to the Presidential Administration building, no one had 
called them ‘provocateurs,’ although their violent nature was evident from the 
very outset, and it was clear that they did not support Ukraine’s European 
integration. 
 
There is no hard evidence to show that the Svoboda parliamentary party was 
involved in the attacks – Oleh Tyahnybok was one of the leaders of the opposition 
urging the violent crowd to stop – but the possibility cannot be ruled out that 



some individual members of Svoboda, especially from its neo-Nazi wing C14, 
took part in the confrontation with the police. 
 
Bratstvo (Brotherhood) 
 
This person is Dmytro Korchyns’ky, the leader of the far-right Bratstvo 
(Brotherhood) party, and a former leader of the paramilitary party UNA-UNSO. 
In Ukraine, Korchyns’ky is widely considered an agent provocateur even among 
the extreme right, and his Bratstvo have already taken part in several actions that 
were meant to provoke a police suppression of peaceful protests. 
 
Hromadske TV reported that Korchyns’ky was ‘giving instructions’ to the 
members of the ‘Right-Wing Sector’ on Bankova Street on the December 1st. 
Although the true nature of Korchyns’ky’s relationship with the SNA, Tryzub and 
Bily Molot is still unclear, and his influence on the Ukrainian extreme right is still 
very limited, he does have friends in high places. 
 
Korchyns’ky is closely linked to Russia. He taught a course at the explicitly pro-
Putin ‘Seliger’ summer camp in Russia, in 2005. This camp was organised with 
the help of the Russian Presidential Administration, and was meant to train pro-
Putin youngsters to counter a potential ‘Orange Revolution’ in Russia. Earlier 
that year, Korchyns’ky took part in the conference ‘Europe: Results of the Year of 
Changes’ where he said, in particular, that Russian ‘social organisations, 
foundations and institutions should oppose various orange efforts in its own 
country, as well as on the whole post-Soviet space.’ It was at this conference that 
Korchyns’ky first met Vladislav Surkov, the chief ideologue of Putinism, who 
returned in September 2013 to the Russian Presidential Administration as an 
‘Overseer of Russian-Ukrainian relations.’  
 
The godfather 
Korchyns’ky has also been on friendly terms with Viktor Medvedchuk, a 
Ukrainian businessman and stridently pro-Russian politician, who rabidly 
opposes the signing of the Association Agreement between the EU and Ukraine, 
and, instead, supports the Russia-led Customs Union. Medvedchuk’s has close 
personal relations with Vladimir Putin who is the godfather of Medvedchuk’s 
daughter.  
 
However provoked, the Euromaidan is right to fear the godfather. 
 
#4 
Adrian Karatnycky on Facebook, 3 December 2013: 
 
Dmytro Korchynsky's [Facebook] post of several days ago, in which he defends 
the provocateurs from his movement who attacked militia on Bankova and 
derides the opposition for criticizing the provocative violence. Ukraine's 
prosecutor general must not read Facebook. Otherwise, he would know where to 
look for those who incited the attacks. Instead, they are prosecuting some who 



were peaceful bystranders. 
 
The Korchynsky post was in Ukrainian. The translation is from Nykolai Bilaniuk 
for UKL: 
 
We are used to stupidity from the leaders of the parliamentary opposition, 
however we are not used to such meanness. Fine, if you do not agree that the best 
part of the Ukrainian youth is storming the criminal administration (the one that 
needs to be removed), then do not take part. Freeze like you always do. Throw 
them away, as you threw away many political prisoners who were not just talking 
but doing. Instead, you will label the most courageous people as "titushky", 
provocateurs, and mercenaries of some Klyuiev. One of the opposition leaders 
Inna Bohoslovska claimed that this was a scenario scripted at the Kremlin. You 
have sunk to the level of demanding that the cops disperse, arrest, and beat 
Ukrainian nationalist youth. Petro Poroshenko, in what way are you any better 
than Yanukovych? You lie to some, and lie to all others, because you are afraid 
that the people will re-focus on new, young, courageous leaders. Don't get your 
hopes up, fewer and fewer people believe you, because the new leaders are 
already here. You opposition leaders have betrayed not only the radical youth, 
you have betrayed everyone who today believed your appeals to remove the 
criminal regime came out into the streets. You led them back to Mykhailivskyj 
Square to listen to your speeches, you left them on the square to sing songs, but 
behind their backs you are now negotiating with Yanukovych's entourage about 
reorganizing the government, so that you will be the bankers. Throughout the 
world, strikes are organized to bring the people onto the streets, but you bring 
people onto the streets in order to have a strike. Brothers and sisters, I urge you 
stay in the squares all the same, and continute the protest. If all of us who came 
today will be bold and persistent, no opposition members will be able to save 
Yanukovych. 
 
#5 
Kravchuk, Kuchma, Yuschenko propose roundtable, resume talks with EU 
Interfax Ukraine, 6 December 2013 
 
Three ex-presidents of Ukraine: Leonid Kravchuk, Leonid Kuchma and Viktor 
Yuschenko, have said they support the Ukrainians who are protesting against the 
government's refusal to sign the EU Association Agreement, but warn there are 
possible dangerous consequences. 
 
"We express our sympathy with the peaceful civil actions of hundreds of young 
Ukrainians…It's unacceptable to settle strategic issues of Ukraine's development 
without a public discussion and rational explanation," reads a joint report from 
three ex-presidents posted on Wednesday. 
 
"Firstly Ukrainian people went to the streets with non-political demand, which 
met unprecedented mass support… However, a way out of the crisis hasn't been 
found yet. The crisis is getting worse and we see a risk of control over the 



situation being lost," the report read. 
 
According to the presidents, "the apogee was use of extreme force against 
peaceful demonstrators." 
 
"There was a dangerous precedent in the history of Ukrainian independence, 
when the authorities used force to disperse a peaceful Maidan. The cruelty with 
which police subdivisions acted, should not just be condemned in public, but also 
punished according to the Ukrainian law as absolutely unacceptable in a 
democratic country," the letter reads. 
 
The presidents said the parties must urgently abandon any attempts to settle 
political issues with the use of force. Calls to seize administrative buildings, 
revolutionary actions, the introduction of the emergency state, disobedience of 
definite cities and regions to central authorities, contraposition of Ukrainians 
from East and West should be stopped as dangerous and unpredictable actions," 
the presidents said. 
 
The politicians see "a way-out in open dialogue with the civil society." 
"To settle the political crisis it's necessary to conduct a nationwide roundtable 
involving real institutions of civil society, who have earned the respect of 
Ukrainian citizens and could logically and fairly present their position. The 
valuable foundation of such a dialogue should be democracy, equality, freedom of 
expression of somebody's position, the European aspirations of the Ukrainian 
people, and the trust and honesty of all participants," the presidents said. 
 
They also called for a resumption of the talks with European institutions 
concerning the signing of the Association Agreement. 
 
#6 
Yanukovych’s Secret Meeting with Putin Raises Questions of Customs Union 
Promise  
by Christopher J. Miller 
Kyiv Post, 7 December 2013 
 
A secret meeting between Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych and his 
Russian counterpart Vladimir Putin in Sochi on Dec. 6 has fueled speculation as 
to whether a deal was made for Ukraine at a later date to join the Kremlin-led 
Customs Union. 
 
Yanukovych stopped in Sochi on his way back to Ukraine from a three-day 
working visit to China, where he met with officials in hope of shoring up 
investment deals in order to stave off serious economic problems in Ukraine.  
 
He and Putin met in the Black Sea resort city to discuss new agreements on 
"trade and economic cooperation in different economic spheres and preparation 
to the future Strategic Partnership Agreement," according to a statement released 



by the president's press service. 
 
But the fact that the meeting was the fourth of its kind in recent weeks further 
fueled speculation that a plan had been hatched for Ukraine's accession to the 
Customs Union, which includes Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia. Armenia in 
recent weeks agreed also to join. 
 
Prime Minister Mykola Azarov told journalists previously that the president 
would at some point soon visit Moscow, where a "major agreement" would be 
signed. 
 
That "major agreement", according to a Kyiv Post source within the Ukrainian 
government who asked to remain anonymous because he was not allowed to 
speak publicly about the presidents' meeting, confirmed that a money deal was 
reached, but provided no specifics.  
 
But Edward Lucas, a senior editor at The Economist, said via Twitter that the 
results of the meeting between the two presidents were much bigger than a deal 
for Russia to supply cash-starved Ukraine with much necessary financing. 
 
"Wow! Hearing Yanukovich in Sochi today signed strategic agrt w Russia includes 
$5BN+ up front, gas price $200 + agrt to join customs union," Lucas said, citing 
his own sources. 
The details of the agreement to join the Customs Union, which reportedly include 
billions up front for the country, as well as a huge price cut on gas, were being 
hammered out in Moscow late on Dec. 6, Lucas wrote. 
 
The Kyiv Post could not independently confirm Lucas' news. A Kremlin official 
contacted by Kyiv Post denied to comment and said only to look for statements 
on the Kremlin's official website. As of 11:40 a.m. on Dec. 7, the only statement 
posted to the site confirmed a visit by Yanukovych to Sochi.  
 
However, RIA Novosti, the Russian state-owned news agency, quoted Putin's 
head spokesperson Dmitry Peskov as saying that "Putin and Yanukovych at a 
meeting on Friday in Sochi did not discuss the possibility of Ukraine joining the 
Customs Union." 
 
"Putin and Yanukovych did discuss the current state and prospects of bilateral 
cooperation in the financial sphere (between Russia and Ukraine)," Peskov added. 
"On all these topics in the near future negotiations will continue at the expert 
level." 
 
Whether true or not, the news of a potential deal for Ukraine to join the Kremlin-
led trade bloc is certain to incite anger on the streets of Ukraine, where tens of 
thousands have protested for more than three weeks the Ukrainian government's 
decision to abandon long-anticipated agreements on association and free trade 
with the European Union. 



 
Ahead of Lucas' news, Arseniy Yatseniuk, leader of the Batkivschyna faction, 
warned that the signing by Yanukovych of any agreement aimed at joining 
Ukraine to the Customs Union will cause a second wave of mass protests here. 
 
"Their attempts to sell Ukraine to Russia will not lead to anything except one 
thing, and we are officially warning you: if Viktor Yanukovych tries to sign any 
agreement aimed at joining Ukraine to the Customs Union, it will cause another 
wave of protests in Ukraine," he said. "No one will let Yanukovych sell the 
country." 
 
#7 
Behind Scenes, Ukraine’s Rich and Powerful Battle Over the Future 
By Andrew E. Kramer 
New York Times, 6 December 2013 
 
KIEV, Ukraine — They are not sleeping in tents in Independence Square, but 
Ukraine’s ultra-wealthy businessmen, known as the oligarchs, perhaps pose as 
grave a threat to President Viktor F. Yanukovich as the demonstrators on the 
streets of this capital city. 
 
“Do you think there is a big difference between people on the street and people 
with big business?” said the most visible, and the most pro-Western, of the 
oligarchs, Petro Poroshenko, a shipping, confectionery and agriculture magnate 
whose television station has been broadcasting round the clock from 
Independence Square. 
 
“There is no difference in their love of their own country,” he said in an interview 
in the lobby of the Ukraine Hotel, overlooking the square, where the protesters 
appeared as miniature silent figures, waving flags and milling about bonfires. “At 
the end of the day, we are all talking about the modernization of the economy and 
the country.” 
 
Protesters may be occupying government buildings and staging loud rallies 
calling for the government to step down, but behind the scenes an equally fierce 
— and perhaps more decisive — tug of war is being waged among a very small 
and very rich group of oligarchical clans here, some of whom see their future with 
Europe and others with Russia. That conflict was ignited, along with the street 
protests, by Mr. Yanukovich’s decision to halt free trade talks with the European 
Union last week. 
 
Like other tycoons scattered throughout post-Soviet countries, Ukraine’s rich 
capitalized on the flawed privatization of publicly held assets to establish 
enormous fortunes, presiding over news media, banking, telecommunications, 
steel, coal and heavy industry empires. But in contrast to Russia, where President 
Vladimir V. Putin has barred the oligarchs from politics, Ukraine’s wealthy clans 
retain enormous influence, acting as a shadow cabinet with identifiable factions 



in Parliament. Mr. Poroshenko is himself a member of Parliament. 
 
Their political stances tend to align with their places in the economy, with the 
more established families favoring integration with the West and a newer group 
— analysts say rapacious — around Mr. Yanukovich’s son favoring the Kremlin. 
In this battle of the titans, the street becomes a weapon, but only one of many. 
And then looming over all the political battles is an imminent financial crisis. 
Ukraine, shut out of world markets and facing a yawning budget deficit, will need 
a cash infusion of around $18 billion by March to avoid default and an economic 
crisis with unknown but presumably dire consequences. 
 
The warring camps of oligarchs have distinctly divergent interests that dictate 
how they approach both relations with Europe and the financial crisis. 
On one side you have businessmen like Mr. Poroshenko, whose fortune was 
estimated by Forbes at $1.6 billion. He is typical of the older money here, people 
interested more in marketing their assets, whether through initial public 
offerings or attracting international partners, than grabbing quick profits. 
They were hoping that an affiliation with the European Union and its more 
stringent protections of property rights would protect their interests. They are 
also more open to a proposed loan from the International Monetary Fund that 
would require a reduction in government energy subsidies and structural 
overhauls, including revamping the judiciary. 
 
Mr. Poroshenko has been joined by Victor Pinchuk, the billionaire son-in-law of a 
former president, Leonid Kuchma, who on Wednesday joined several former 
Ukrainian presidents in signing a letter of support for the demonstrations. 
Ukraine’s wealthiest man, Rinat Akhmetov, is usually seen as a staunch backer of 
Mr. Yanukovich. But Mr. Akhmetov’s company, System Capital Management, 
issued a largely neutral statement saying Ukraine should seek integration with 
both Russia and Europe. 
 
The trade deal with Europe, Mr. Poroshenko said, “is a way to modernize the 
country, to fight corruption, the way to have a fair court, freedom of press, 
democracy.” 
 
“Modernization of the country is possible,” he said. “And unfortunately, by not 
signing, somebody is stealing the hope of the people,” the wealthy included. 
On the other side is a group around Mr. Yanukovich, a coterie of secretive 
oligarchs, many with longstanding, close business interests in Russia, and none 
with a particularly strong interest in good governance, opposition politicians say. 
“We don’t expect any of them to come to our side,” Yuri Levchenko, an official 
with the nationalist Svoboda party, said in an interview. “It is highly unlikely, 
because they know they won’t find a better partner than Yanukovich.” 
 
Mr. Yanukovich’s son, Oleksandr, a dentist, who has become one of the richest 
men in the country during his father’s time in office, leads a group known as “the 
family” that has elbowed out competitors operating through a conglomerate 



called Management Assets Company, with interests in construction, banking and 
coal mining in the traditionally pro-Russia eastern Ukraine. 
 
Another in the Yanukovich camp is Dmitry V. Firtash, another one of Ukraine’s 
wealthiest men, who made his fortune primarily as a “gas middleman” in Eastern 
Europe, one of the few allowed by Russia to act as a go-between in natural 
resources deals. 
 
Through successive Ukrainian governments, Mr. Firtash cut deals to operate as 
an intermediary through a Swiss-registered company, RosUkrEnergo, in sales by 
Gazprom, the Russian natural gas monopoly, to Ukraine, a business worth 
billions. However, in 2009, the prime minister at the time, Yulia V. Tymoshenko, 
insisted that the Ukrainian national energy company buy directly from Gazprom. 
Mr. Firtash’s longstanding ally in government, a deputy prime minister, Yuri 
Boiko, was in Moscow this week reportedly negotiating a three-month reprieve in 
Ukraine’s payments to Gazprom. If achieved, it would provide a critical financial 
prop to Mr. Yanukovich. 
 
Mikhail B. Pogrebinsky, a political analyst in Kiev, said in an interview that some 
Yanukovich allies were enticed by the prospect of cheaper gas prices, which 
create instant profits in Ukraine’s energy intensive industries and opportunities 
for plunder. “They want to solve their problems with cheap gas,” he said. 
Having controlled the presidency for only three years, many of the oligarchs want 
to postpone economic overhauls until they have amassed greater wealth, Serhiy 
Taran, the director of the International Democracy Institute in Kiev, wrote in the 
Russian newspaper Nezavisimaya Gazeta. “The young ones would like to go on 
frolicking for a while,” he wrote. 
 
With their short-term focus, analysts say, these oligarchs are far more 
comfortable dealing with Russia than with Europe and the I.M.F., with their 
demands for fairness and transparency. From this perspective, it made sense for 
Mr. Yanukovich to play along with Europe as long as possible, to extract the best 
possible deal from Russia. 
 
If this was the plan, as many analysts say, it was dealt a severe blow this summer, 
when the United States Federal Reserve sent signals that it might be ready to 
wind down its loose money policies, the so-called tapering. The Fed decided to 
hold off, but interest rates spiked anyway, and the damage to Ukraine was done. 
Already struggling with a trade deficit and plummeting reserves, it lost access to 
the financial markets, setting up the deadline to obtain financing early next year. 
 
Among Russia’s strategic interests in Ukraine are the gas pipelines that provide 
access to European markets, as pivotal to the Russian economy as the Persian 
Gulf shipping lanes are to America’s. For the Kremlin, its national interest lies in 
keeping trade routes open to consumers of energy, rather than suppliers, and 
Ukraine — one of the most energy intensive economies in the world, with 
antiquated steel mills, train and car factories and fertilizer plants burning vast 



volumes of natural gas and coal — is an important consumer. 
 
Russia has also emphasized to the Ukrainian elites the risks they run in joining 
forces with Europe. Roman Khudyakov, a member of the Russian Parliament, 
told journalists that “the majority of the businessmen in Ukraine know that in the 
event of joining the E.U., their plants will collapse overnight,” unable to compete 
on equal terms with Western companies. 
 
Mr. Yanukovich has reached out to Beijing, traveling there this week during the 
height of the protests in Kiev in search of assistance, but came back with only 
some business deals, not cash. The Chinese, experts say, have no interest in 
interfering in a matter of vital interest to their ally in Moscow. 
It remains to be seen whether Russia will help Mr. Yanukovich dodge the 
financial crisis next year. To date, Moscow has proposed solving Ukraine’s 
balance of payments crisis by reducing gas prices, but that approach, analysts say, 
is just as likely to produce profits for insiders as it is cash for the government. 
 
#8 
EU Protests in Ukraine 
by Anna Fournier 
Anthropology News, 6 December 2013 
 
Anna Fournier is assistant professor of anthropology at the University of 
Manitoba and visiting scholar in the department of political science at the Johns 
Hopkins University.  Her research deals with youth and the transition to 
capitalism in Ukraine, and her new project addresses the role of young people 
in the transition to socialism in Venezuela. Her recent book is Forging Rights in 
a New Democracy: Ukrainian Students Between Freedom and Justice. 
 
 “Ukraine is Europe!” chant demonstrators who have gathered by the tens of 
thousands on Independence Square in Kyiv. Since November 21, they have been 
protesting their government’s failure to sign an Association Agreement with the 
EU that promised the easing of trade and traveling restrictions between Ukraine 
and Europe.  The Association Agreement would have replaced the Cooperation 
Agreement that had governed Ukraine’s relations with the EU since 1994 and 
prepare the ground for eventual EU membership.  Until mid-November 2013, the 
Ukrainian government had declared its intentions of signing the agreement 
despite opposition from Ukraine’s Russian neighbor, but the process was derailed 
after President Yanukovych, allegedly under pressure from Russia, determined 
that he could not allow an already economically vulnerable Ukraine to suffer the 
long-term economic consequences of signing the agreement.  Inhabitants of 
Eastern Ukraine, a region with strong business and trade links with Russia, share 
these economic anxieties, especially after Russia cancelled some Ukrainian 
imports in July 2013. 
 
Pro-EU protesters frame the Association Agreement as their “last chance” to 
escape the Russian sphere politically (they view it as authoritarian) and 



economically (they view it as corrupt and condemn ruling elite accumulation at 
the expense of ordinary people). They resent what they see, with the coming to 
power of Yanukovych, as the influx into “civilized,” “cultured,” and “[already] 
European” Kyiv of “corrupt” and “uneducated” elites from Eastern Ukraine (a 
concern I also heard during the Orange revolution that sought to oust 
Yanukovych).  The current slogans “Out with the clan!” and “Kyiv is ours!” should 
be understood in part with reference to these dynamics.  Pro-Europe protesters 
are not the same people as the ones who mobilized for the Orange revolution nine 
years ago, but rather a younger “generation” whose demands, as articulated in 
social media, include a stronger economy and better life, freedom of travel to 
Europe, the reduction of government corruption and “machinations,” the respect 
of Ukraine by countries worldwide, dignity and enhanced personal freedoms, and 
even better air quality. 
 
Protesters claim to want something new, a chance for a better future, and thus 
see Europe in terms of what Boyer calls “futurity.”  The EU does not hold the 
monopoly on futurity, however.  Throughout my years of fieldwork in Kyiv, I have 
also heard many speak of their desire for closer ties with Russia, hailing it as an 
example of post-Soviet economic success (as well as a cultural and linguistic 
standard) and looking to it for a “better future.” This suggests not nostalgia for 
the Soviet past but rather an orientation toward an “equally plausible” (Russian) 
modernity.  Russia has offered Ukraine to join a Customs Union Agreement that 
it formed with Belarus and Kazakhstan. 
 
Popular support for Ukraine’s European choice tends to be greater in Western 
Ukraine than in Eastern Ukraine.  The reasons for this are partly historical: 
Western Ukraine was under the Austro-Hungarian Empire in the 19th century, 
and experienced a much shorter period of Soviet rule (as little as 30 years in 
some parts) than Central and Eastern Ukraine.  However, present-day practices 
and policies that reinforce either the European axis or Russian axis are also 
critical. For example, Kyiv has its annual “Euro days” and co-hosted, with Poland, 
the Euro 2012 football championship, while in July 2013, Russian president 
Vladimir Putin visited Ukraine for the celebration of the 1025th anniversary of 
Kyivan Rus’ (many Russians consider Kyiv the mother of Russian cities). 
 
Marriage, Kinship and Geopolitics 
 
Amid these power struggles, elite and ordinary citizens have represented both 
alliances and relations of subordination in kinship terms.  In 1991, then president 
of Ukraine Leonid Kravchuk had spoken of Ukraine’s independence from (Soviet) 
Russia as a civilized divorce.  In Lutsk (Western Ukraine) on November 27, 2013, 
student protesters staged a symbolic wedding between Ukraine and the EU, with 
the young man draped in an EU flag and the young woman in traditional 
Ukrainian dress.  A just-married couple joined similar pro-EU demonstrations in 
Lviv, and a picture shows them kissing, the groom holding a Ukrainian flag, and 
the bride holding an EU flag (pictures of couples adorned with these two symbols 
have continued to appear in social media). 



 
The obverse of this mirth is a feeling, among EU supporters, of gendered 
vulnerability vis-à-vis Russia and Eastern Ukraine’s Russian-backed elites.  In 
popular articulations of this vulnerability, the “foreign” state plunders and rapes 
the nation, a theme that resonates with nationalist writings in post-colonial 
settings.  During the Orange revolution of 2004, I had collected poems enjoining 
Ukraine to resist oppression and not let itself be raped.  More recently in July 
2013, anti-police riots erupted in Vradiivka, a town in Southern Ukraine, and 
spread to Kyiv and other cities, where protesters demanded the resignation of the 
Yanukovych government, this after a Vradiivka woman in her 20s was gang-
raped allegedly by two police officers and a taxi driver (the police officers have 
since found guilty). By staging the “EU weddings” against this background of 
sexual violence, protesters frame the Association Agreement as “consensual” and 
“civilized.” 
 
In response to pro-EU protesters’ symbolic weddings, Sergei Markov, in a 
November 13, 2013 article in the Moscow Times, compared ratifying the EU 
Association Agreement to  a young woman marrying an elderly oligarch, adding 
that Ukraine was likely to end up more like a concubine, subject to colonial 
exploitation by the EU.  The author presents the relation offered by Russia (the 
Customs Union) as one based instead on fraternal relations, equality, and a 
shared Orthodox tradition.  The proposed shift from EU “affine” to Russian 
“consanguine” may remain unpersuasive, however, because many Ukrainians 
perceive their historical relationship with Russia as one with an elder brother.  As 
a young man from Eastern Ukraine put it in 2012 when I asked him to describe 
the relation between the two countries, “We are like brothers, you know, but with 
Ukraine as the younger brother. You think it’s fun being the ‘younger brother,’ 
when your older brother orders you around and beats you up if you don’t do as he 
says?” 
 
Young protesters tend to perceive their relation with Russia and pro-Yanukovych 
elites as one marked by a mixture of paternalism and violence. When, in the wake 
of protests, Yanukovych justified his decision to postpone ratifying the EU 
Association Agreement, he told citizens that he wished to maintain peace in the 
Ukrainian family, describing himself as a “father.”  In response to this, 
demonstrators on Independence Square held a banner that addressed him, in a 
derogatory fashion, as “Batya” (literally “little father,” but here meaning 
godfather/mafia boss).  Protesters connected him to the violent crackdown on the 
protests, and in fact, police brutality against young people brought outraged 
citizens, including in Donetsk (Yanukovych’s Eastern Ukrainian stronghold), to 
the streets. 
 
The Refusal to Choose? 
 
The Ukrainian population is not comprised only of those in favor and those 
against EU membership.  Polls consistently show a sizeable proportion of 
Ukrainian citizens in favor of signing agreements with both the EU and Russia, 



thus the slogan I heard during fieldwork: “To Europe with Russia!”  Part of the 
population is also skeptical of the possibility of equality within any larger 
structure, and wishes to develop “its own” standard, so that it can, as a high 
school student told me, “remain free of the pressures of either Europe or 
Russia.”  Clearly, the refusal to choose a geopolitical orientation goes against the 
notion of “Transition” (a concept with its own agenda) and the EU’s demand for 
full convergence between Ukrainian and EU standards.  In late October 2013, 
Russian and German media reported that Russian posts had initiated the 
construction of a barbed-wire fence along the border with Ukraine.  This suggests 
that Ukraine’s neighbors may not afford it the luxury of refusing to choose. 
 
#9 
Ukraine Will Always Be Vulnerable to Russia 
Interview with Dominique Arel 
Le Figaro (Paris), 5 December 2013 
 
**I gave a Q&A interview to the French daily Le Figaro on December 5. The 
weblink, unfortunately, is for subscribers only. My translation below is from a 
longer version that was subsequently edited and condensed for the print version. 
The title, provided by the paper, can be read out of context: Ukraine will always 
be vulnerable…as long as it reproduces the status quo in its political and 
economic arrangements –DA** 
 
Dominique Arel is Associate Professor and Chair of Ukrainian Studies at the 
University of Ottawa. 
 
Are we witnessing a second Orange Revolution? 
 
The inspiration is similar. In 2004, demonstrators were able to paralyse 
government to prevent the regime from stealing the election. The current regime, 
led by the same cast of characters, is seeking by all means to steal the 2015 
election—by jailing Tymoshenko, disqualifying Klitschko from running, 
undermining the court and resorting to fraud and blackmail in the 2012 
parliamentary election to concoct a legally questionable parliamentary majority. 
This is the backdroip: the Yanukovych government has long lost its legitimacy in 
Kyiv. The recourse to violence by the police [a week ago] altered the political 
climate. Except for last Sunday, however, the level of mobilisation is much lower 
than in 2004. 
 
Doesn’t the lack of strong leaders although distinguish the protests from 2004? 
 
The 2004 Revolution, like all so-called “colored” revolutions, took place in the 
context of a presidential election, when the opposition was backing a single 
candidate (Yushchenko). It is not the case now. The three parliamentary leaders 
acquired their legitimacy in the 2012 elections, but none of them stoodout 
electorally. Were Klitschko to receive 35% in the first round in 2015, the 
opposition would rally behind him. And we should not forget that Yanukovych is 



preventing Tymoshenko from electrifying the crowds on EuroMaidan. We often 
hear that people on the square do not trust politicians, even from the opposition, 
but I don’t believe it. After all, they [the trio] collectively received overwhelming 
majorities last year in Central and Western Ukraine. The militant youth does not 
need political leaders to block downtown Kyiv, mais Ukrainians have most 
certainly the political maturity to realise that the only way out is through political 
leadership, and this leadership can only acquire political legitimacy through 
electoral contestation. 
 
Does Ukraine remain divided over the question of joining Europe? 
 
The most credible surveys, just before Vilnius, were still pointing to an East-West 
regional polarisation, almost half-and-half, regarding pro-Russia and pro-Europe 
orientations. Yet it is now clear that this resistance to the EU is politically 
amorphous. The MP Inna Bohoslovska, who very publicly resigned from the 
Party of Regions last week-end, is telling us that during a closed-door meeting 
this Fall, two-thirds of the “Regionnaires” [Party of Regions MPs] were in favor of 
the Vilnius Agreement. And surveys indicate that young people in the East are 
also pro-Europe. Is it necessary to recall that the regime has (once again) lost the 
capital? One can assume that most Ukrainians from the Eastern provinces who 
are making a career in Kyiv —with the exception of the Donetsk clan who 
captured all key positions —are sympathetic to contestation movement. And this 
includes virtually the entire diplomatic corps, who (on the whole) remains silent 
due to the nature of its work. 
 
Does Ukraine have the means to resist economic pressure from Russia? 
 
We must distinguish Ukrainian state interest from the interests of the current 
regime. Economists agree that Ukraine is economically losing grounds under 
Yanukovych. The government is trying to bargain a major injection of funds, 
while allowing oligarchs, including the president’s son and his friends, to export 
billions of dollars in offshore accounts. In conditions when corruption, 
intimidation and favoritism are prevalent, Ukraine will always be vulnerable vis-
à-vis Russia, since the system, favorable to the regime but economically 
inefficient, rests on a level of importation of energy resources that Ukraine 
cannot afford. Even the oligarchs are beginning to realize it, since their TV 
stations have been covering the demonstrations for the past week. 
 
Could the events spiral into violence? 
 
The regime already used violence [in the wee hours of Saturday November 30]. 
The backlash dumbfounded the Yanukovych regime which, after a long silence, 
had Prime Minister Azarov offer “excuses”, without however accepting any 
political responsibility (this is what is galvanizing the crowds on EuroMaidan: 
this refusal to be politically accountable is seen as symbolizing the illegitimacy of 
the regime). It is unlikely that the government will try a second time to use 
violence. Among demonstrators, however, a radicalisation of discourse and 



practices could be obversed over the last few years. We should not forget that an 
ultra-nationalist party (Svoboda) received 11% of the votes last year and has 
nearly 40 MPs in parliament. Young Svoboda activists regularly behave as thugs 
(they prevented through verbal violence the launch of an academic book on 
Trotsky just recently) and is quite clear to me that Svoboda is part of a pan-
European rise of the far right. The paradox is that the hard right wants to leave 
“Europe”, while Svoboda seeks to join it. On EuroMaidan, however, Svoboda has 
remained quiet and had nothing to do with the violent attempt to seize the 
presidential administration, which was led by fringe extreme right groups 
tolerated, if not incited, by the authorities. Popular violence was unthinkable in 
2004. It is now possible, which does not make it necessarily probable. 
 
What are the avenues of political resolution? 
 
The opposition demands the resignation of the Azarov government and the 
release of Tymoshenko. The government, for now, refuses to yield, but its 
President is beginning to show signs of detachment from reality. (The last head of 
state to leave his country during a major social contestation was Ceaucescu in 
1989). We have thus reached the stage of the war of trenches. But an 
unpredictable event could once more change the political climate. 
 
#10 
Why does the Ukrainian nationalist party "Svoboda" (Freedom) support 
Ukraine's European integration? 
by Anders Umland 
5 December 2013 
http://umland.livejournal.com/68769.html 
 
A prominent Western journalist in Ukraine recently asked Dr. Anton 
Shekhovtsov (UCL), Dr. Per Anders Rudling (Lund) and myself these questions: 
 
'Why does the Ukrainian far right support European integration? I imagine that 
with the extreme right, it's more about opposing Yanukovych than anything. But 
why is Svoboda so gung-ho? Especially when so many of their far right European 
partners are anti-EU or at least very critical? Or is this just short-term strategy -- 
riding a cause of great popularity? Or do they really buy into "European values"?' 
 
Here is my answer: 
 
This is indeed a paradox that can be explained by three circumstances: 
 
(1) Svoboda's ethnocentrist definition of the Ukrainian nation sees it as part of a 
European, non-Asian and non-Eurasian community of White Christian nations 
most of which happen to be included in the EU. There is a whole strand of 
Eurofascism in Western Europe into which that way of thinking fits well. See: 
Europe For The Europeans: Fascist Myths of the New Order 1922 - 1992. By 



Roger Griffin. http://home.alphalink.com.au/~radnat/theories-
right/theory1.html. 
 
(2) Ukraine's affiliation with the EU means its departure from the sphere of 
influence of the hated Russian state. The European Union is seen as the counter-
project to the Soviet/Customs/Eurasian Union. This (mis)interpretation of the 
origins, ideology and aims of ECSC/EEC/EURATOM/EC/EU unites Svoboda 
with the national democrats and much of the Ukrainian population. 
 
(3) Svoboda's electorate, as polls in connection with the last parliamentary 
elections have shown, is the most pro-EU electorate of all parties of Ukraine. 
Although core values that the EU promotes (liberalism, individualism, 
cosmopolitanism, minority rights, egalitarianism, anti-nationalism, permisivness, 
etc.) heavily contradict Svoboda's world view and ideology, the party is forced to 
promote EU integration to preserve or extend its current pro-European popular 
support which constituted a significant part of its electorate in the 2012 
parliamentary elections. A forthcoming longer study of this phenomenon by 
Natalia Belitser will highlight this issue. 
 
Some recent Russian-language papers and extensive lists of secondary literature 
on Svoboda may be found in the journal Some recent Russian-language papers 
and extensive lists of secondary literature on Svoboda may be found in the 
journal Forum noveishei vostochnoevropeiskoi istorii i kul’tury at 
http://www1.ku-eichstaett.de/ZIMOS/forum/inhaltruss19.html. 
 
#11 
Three Question to G. Daniel Caron 
On the Troubles in Ukraine 
Le Fil (Université Laval, Québec), 5 December 2013 
http://www.lefil.ulaval.ca/articles/trois-questions-daniel-caron-35432.html 
[translated by Dominique Arel for UKL] 
 
Daniel Caron, Ambassador of Canada to Ukraine in 2008-2012, is Diplomat in 
Residence at the Institut québécois des hautes études internationales in Quebec 
City, Canada 
 
The images of demontrations in the streets of the Ukrainian capital look a lot 
like those of the Orange Revolution… 
 
Yes, but the battle is different. In 2004, the demonstrators in the streets of Kyiv 
[Kiev] felt violated by the two rounds of the presidential election, which had 
confirmed the victory of Viktor Yanukovych, the current President. The 
population protested for several weeks and obtained, with the support of the 
international community, a third round. The result was a real slap in the face for 
Yanukovych and for President Putin, who supported him. The Orange clan came 
to power with President Yushchenko and former Prime Minister Tymoshenko. 
Alas, they later greatly disappointed the population with their internal squabbles. 



Then, the 2010 elections allowed the current President to defeat Tymoshenko by 
less than 5%. A few months later, these new leaders used the courts to go after 
members of the opposition and some took refuge abroad. Others ended up in jail 
like Tymoshenko. A small 5% gap made all the difference between becoming 
President or prisoner! The demonstrations of the past few days express the great 
disappointment of Ukrainians. The trigger was this refusal by the President to 
sign an Association Agreement with the European Union, an agreement that he 
had initialed two years ago. 
 
What would this Association Agreement bring to Ukrainians? 
It is an accord that goes much beyond free trade. It would faciliate cooperation, 
exchanges and innovation in allowing Ukraine to adopt European norms and 
measures. For many years, Ukrainians want to have access to an economy more 
open, more regulated, travel to Europe without a visa, educate their children 
according to European norms… The agreement with Europe would help to 
reinforce the rule of law, to defend freedom of expression and combat corruption, 
an endemic problem in this country. Indeed, corruption is a real curse which 
obstructs the political, social and economic development of Ukraine. And yet this 
large country – with its resources, its populations that counts among the most 
educated, and its geopolitics— has an enormous potential. To complicate matters, 
Ukrainian identity is nothing but monolithic. Crimea, a Russian territory 
annexed to Ukraine in 1954, or the eastern part of the state, feel culturally very 
close to Russia and of its economic structures, while the West maintain close 
relations with Poland and the other states of the European Union. Yet this 
identity has become more solide since independence 22 years ago. Thus, we see 
that many demonstrators in the streets of Kiev have this age. This new generation 
believes in the European future of their country. 
 
How can the current crisis be overcome? 
 
We must establish a dialogue between the authorities and the representatives of 
the opposition. Such a dialogue is non-existent right now. It must be facilitated 
by the international community and civil society and focus on what has already 
been negotiated and signed. Moreover, we must not lose sight of the 2015 
presidential election, making sure that it will be free, transparent and democratic. 
The international community, including Canada with its important community of 
Ukrainian origins, must remain engaged. For now, my impression is that the 
President really wants to sign one of the two accords. He oscillates between the 
European and Russian offers and maintain ambuguity. He declares himselg open 
to Europe, but is sensisitive to the discourse from Russia, which seeks to keep 
[Ukraine] within its sphere of influence. In the next few days, the President will 
visit Russia just after his trip to China. It will be very interesting to observe 
whether the restoration of trade between the two states, as rumors have it, will be 
on the agenda. 
 
#12 
A Way Out for Ukraine? 



by Timothy Snyder 
NYRblog, 5 December 2013 
 
Would anyone anywhere in the world be willing to take a truncheon in the head 
for the sake of a trade agreement with the United States? 
 
This is the question we Americans might be asking ourselves these last few days, 
as we watch young Ukrainians being beaten in Kiev for protesting their own 
government’s decision not to enter an association agreement with the European 
Union. The accord, which was to be signed on November 29, offered Ukraine 
access to the world’s largest market. But more importantly, it seemed to hold out 
to Ukraine’s youth and middle classes a symbolic assurance that a future of 
normal, civilized, European life awaited. When that promise was not kept, 
thousands of Ukrainians took to the streets of their capital. After some of them 
were assaulted by riot police on November 30, hundreds of thousands more have 
gone into the streets, in Kiev and around the country. 
 
If this is a revolution, it must be one of the most common-sense revolutions in 
history. But the desire of so many to be able to have normal lives in a normal 
country is opposed by two fantasies, one of them now exhausted and the other 
extremely dangerous. 
 
The exhausted fantasy is that of Ukraine’s geopolitical significance. Ukrainian 
president Viktor Yanukovych seems to believe, and he is not alone, that because 
Ukraine lies between the European Union and Russia, each side must have an 
interest in controlling it, and therefore that smart geopolitics involves turning 
them against each other. What he does not understand is that these are two very 
different sorts of players. For the EU even to reach the point of offering an 
association agreement, creative European leaders (Carl Bildt of Sweden and 
Radek Sikorski of Poland) had to make an insistent push to gain support from 
member states, and hundreds of constituencies had to be satisfied. Yanukovych 
seems to have thought he could simply ask the EU for cash, on the logic that 
Putin was offering him the same. There is a point where cynicism turns into 
naïveté. 
 
The EU will not be offering loans until Ukraine makes the legislative reforms 
demanded by Brussels. Nor is it really very likely that Putin will come through 
with large sums unless Yanukovych agrees to join Russia’s Eurasian Union, which 
would amount to the end of Yanukovych’s power since it would amount to the 
end of Ukrainian sovereignty. Certainly no one in global financial markets seems 
to be counting on Russian assistance. Without financial aid from one side of the 
other, Ukraine will likely experience negative economic growth in 2014, which 
apart from everything else renders Yanukovych’s chances for reelection in 2015 
slim. (Yanukovych flew to China during the protests, which makes a kind of sense. 
If what he wants to do is put his own country on the chopping block, the Chinese 
are eager to purchase its most interesting asset: its arable land.) 
 



The dangerous fantasy is the Russian idea that Ukraine is not really a different 
country, but rather a kind of slavic younger brother. This is a legacy of the late 
Soviet Union and the russification policies of the 1970s. It has no actual historical 
basis: east slavic statehood arose in what is now Ukraine and was copied in 
Moscow, and the early Russian Empire was itself highly dependent upon 
educated inhabitants of Ukraine. 
 
The politics of memory of course have little to do with the facts of history. Putin 
unsurprisingly finds it convenient to ignore Russia’s actual regional rival, China, 
and play upon a Russian sense of superiority in eastern Europe by linking Kiev to 
Moscow. But this move has its risks, which Putin must now consider. After all, 
can he be certain which way the influence will travel? If Ukraine can be a 
democracy, then why can’t Russia? If Ukraine can have mass protests, then why 
can’t Russia? If Ukraine can be European, then why can’t Russia? 
 
Russian television is informing those who still watch it that the Ukrainian 
protests are the work of operators paid by Sweden, Poland, and Lithuania. The 
worrying thing about this sort of claim is that it establishes a pretext for “further” 
intervention. If the West is already “present,” then there’s every reason for Russia 
to be as well. If Yanukovych decides to declare martial law he will almost 
certainly fail to control the country. The riot police of Berkut can be counted on to 
beat protesters a few more times, but the behavior of the regular police, and the 
Ukrainian army, is far less predictable. Some reports have already indicated that 
policemen have supported the protesters, at least in the western part of the 
country. If Yanukovych tries force and fails, then Putin might claim that Russian 
military intervention is needed to restore order. 
 
This would be the worst of all possible outcomes—for Ukraine of course, but 
perhaps above all for Russia. The absorption of Ukrainian lands by the USSR 
involved almost unbelievable levels of violence over the course of decades. 
Another Russian armed adventure in Ukraine now would likely fail, for all kinds 
of reasons. Russian soldiers cannot have much stomach for invading a land 
whose people speak their mother tongue and who, they are told, are brother slavs. 
Ukraine, for all of its visible political divisions, is a single country with a big army 
whose people generally believe in sovereignty. A Russian military intervention 
would bring bloodshed on a scale that people of the region know all too well. 
 
Indeed, it is the simple desire for peace, and the achievement of peace, that 
makes the European Union attractive in Kiev and elsewhere. What might be done 
now to make peace and prosperity more likely in the Ukrainian future? The 
protesters have few options. They cannot force their own officials to sign a trade 
agreement. A vote of no confidence in the current government has already been 
called and lost. No elections are on the horizon, and Yanukovych has no interest 
in calling them—unless some sort of deal can be struck. 
 
No matter what happens now, the Yanukovych presidency will likely be 
remembered as a disaster. He has more support in the south and east of the 



country than elsewhere, but nowhere near enough to make a credible run for high 
office a second time. His chances for reelection depend upon chicanery (one 
potential opponent, Julia Tymoshenko, is in prison, another, Vitaly Klitschko, has 
been excluded from eligibility by an obviously ad personam law). If Yanukovych 
were willing to cede power now, it might be less risky than trying to wait more 
than a year to lose the next elections. The winners of the next elections might not 
offer the kinds of guarantees to his own security and fortune that he could likely 
get now. But it seems unlikely, for the moment, that he would agree to leave 
office. 
 
Short of that, however, the Ukrainian constitution may offer a way out. The 
parliament could abolish the strong presidency that is currently in place. Far 
more in the interest of the country (and of course also the parliamentarians) 
would be a system of more conventional parliamentary democracy, in which the 
president would play a symbolic and ceremonial role while the prime minister 
would serve as a true executive. In general, countries with this form of 
government have been more successful at making democratic transitions. Such a 
constitutional transformation in Ukraine could allow Yanukovych to stay on and 
save face, while giving his de facto successor, the next prime minister, the chance 
to release Tymoshenko and sign the association agreement with the EU. In such a 
scenario Yanukovych can leave the scene as a statesman, and without fear that he 
will be pursued by a successor with the same kind of inordinate power that he 
himself has wielded. 
 
The EU (and of course the United States) should support a dialogue that might 
consider resolutions of that sort. Western leaders must also condemn violence 
and consider personal sanctions upon those who were (or will be) responsible for 
the beatings of peaceful protestors. The EU should also invest where it has 
strength and will eventually win: in youth. Visa-free travel and university 
education are less dramatic than secret meetings and televised beatings, but they 
could be decisive in determining the future course of the country. 
 
For now, all interested parties should do what they can to keep the discussion 
squarely on the basic issues of free trade, free speech, and freedom of assembly. 
The Ukrainian fantasy of geopolitics has played itself out, the Russian fantasy of 
Ukraine as part of its slavic sphere of influence perhaps has not. Putin is no doubt 
too canny to really believe in some fairy tale of fraternal assistance. But it would 
be wise to make very sure. 
 
#13 
In Kiev, High Stakes for Democracy 
by Chrystia Freeland 
International New York Times, 7 December 2013 
 
Chrystia Freeland is the author of "Sale of the Century: Russia's Wild Ride from 
Communism to Capitalism" and a Liberal member of the Canadian Parliament.  
 



When Soviet communism collapsed, the West's declarations of triumph were so 
full of hubris that it was easy to forget what was right about them. The Ukrainians 
protesting in downtown Kiev are a reminder that there was actually a lot to glow 
about.  
 
But the struggle that seemed to be over in 1989 is still going on, and today's 
battleground is the square that protesters have renamed the Euromaidan, or 
Euro-place. The people there are again insisting on the choice of a regime, a type 
of government, that they and their Soviet compatriots first tried to make in 1991. 
They know they want what we have and what we are. As our own self-assurance 
fades, we need to see what they are showing us.  
 
When the Berlin Wall fell, Francis Fukuyama wasn't the only one who believed 
history had ended. It was tempting then to imagine that the authoritarian form of 
government and centrally planned economic system that Moscow had 
championed and inspired in a lot of the world would inevitably give way to 
capitalist democracy and the greater freedom and prosperity it delivered.  
 
But the new century brought disappointment. The spread of freedom had seemed 
inexorable in the 1990s: As Eastern Europe was rejoining the rest of the 
Continent, apartheid was being dismantled in South Africa, and India and China 
were becoming full participants in the world economy.  
 
But in Iraq, Afghanistan and then even in the countries that made a bid for 
freedom with the Arab Spring, the progress of the Western idea began to seem a 
lot less inevitable. Russia and the former Central Asian republics developed a new, 
post-communist form of authoritarianism; China never dropped the original, 
communist version, though it finally figured out, at least for now, how to combine 
it with robust economic growth.  
 
Meanwhile, back at home, free-market capitalism is feeling tired. Europe is 
economically sclerotic, politically fragile and flirting with xenophobia. The United 
States is still struggling to recover from the 2007-9 recession. The neo-
authoritarians in Beijing and Moscow are, by contrast, increasingly confident. 
 
#14 
How to Defuse Ukraine’s Crisis 
by Adrian Karatnycky and Damon Wilson 
Wall Street Journal, 4 December 2013 
 
U.S. and European leaders can midwife the formation of an interim unity 
government to pass reforms and sign the EU agreements. 
 
Ukraine today is a dangerous and unpredictable place. The Ukrainian 
government's recent rejection of closer ties with the European Union surprised 
observers in Brussels and Washington. It also resulted in the largest 
demonstrations in Ukraine's recent history, an extraordinary outpouring of 



millions of citizens who are calling for President Viktor Yanukovych and his 
government to resign. Absent a compromise settlement, the protests, currently 
peaceful, could turn ugly. 
 
As bleak as Ukraine's future may look given the violent police crackdown over the 
weekend in Kiev, the preconditions for a peaceful transition of power are solidly 
in place. The throngs of protesters have revealed a public that hungers for rule of 
law and an end to massive corruption. 
 
Ukraine's media, though largely beholden to business barons, have covered the 
unfolding events with surprising objectivity. The Internet is a vibrant source of 
information and political analysis. The country's civil society is independent and 
active. A group of powerful, super-rich Ukrainians who exert broad influence on 
politics in the country are fed up with Mr. Yanukovych's excesses and his 
government's incompetence. 
 
In the central and western parts of the country, there is a clear majority that 
supports greater integration with the EU. In the Russian-speaking East and 
South, the younger generation is also enthusiastic. An October poll found that of 
those who said they voted for Mr. Yanukovych in 2010, nearly half back European 
integration—even though Mr. Yanukovych's supporters are disproportionately 
Russian-speaking. Russian President Vladimir Putin's hardball tactics to disrupt 
EU-Ukraine relations have unintentionally helped foster a common sense of 
Ukrainian identity. 
 
Any sustainable endgame must preclude a winner-take-all result. Following the 
2004 Orange Revolution, politicians from western and central Ukraine emerged 
as the winners, while the elites and public in the East and South, including Mr. 
Yanukovych and his supporters, felt locked out and resentful. This set in motion a 
cycle of fierce competition and revenge politics, as exemplified most notably by 
former Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko's imprisonment. 
 
A parliamentary vote to dismiss the current government failed on Tuesday and 
has heightened public anger. Still, there are signs that part of the ruling elite is 
ready to cooperate with the opposition. Deputies from Mr. Yanukovych's 
governing Party of Regions have condemned the police violence. Several have 
quit the party. At least 20 party deputies are reportedly discussing establishing a 
new majority coalition that could move the country forward. 
 
Mr. Yanukovych is now in the position of having alienated his own supporters, a 
large portion of Ukraine's business elite and European leaders. It is hard to see 
him retaining the immense executive powers he has established for himself since 
coming to office in 2010. He could resign, but Mr. Yanukovych is a tough and 
determined political street fighter. And whatever his mistakes, he was 
democratically elected. 
 
A short-term unity government of technocrats could defuse tensions and provide 



a way out. As part of a deal, such a government would be empowered to 
implement the tough reforms Ukraine needs to avoid short-term economic 
collapse, and to restore credibility to a judiciary that has been beholden mainly to 
political whim. An interim government would also conclude a deal with the 
International Monetary Fund to stave off default and proceed with the protesters' 
demands to sign the EU agreements. 
 
This compromise would shift power from Mr. Yanukovych's presidency to the 
parliament and pave the way for new elections. Any solution needs to end 
Ukraine's cycle of revenge politics. This will most likely require political 
guarantees for Mr. Yanukovych, his now wealthy family and his inner circle, and 
a guarantee for Ms. Tymoshenko's release from prison. 
 
As during the Orange Revolution, high-level U.S. and European mediation could 
be crucial in defusing the present crisis, facilitating reconciliation and putting 
Ukraine back on the track of real reforms. Western diplomats should 
unambiguously tell Mr. Yanukovych and the Ukrainian security services to avoid 
the use of force. A coordinated U.S.-EU effort could bring opposition leaders 
together with moderates in the Yanukovych administration to negotiate a soft 
landing, while also lining up support from members of Ukraine's powerful 
business elite, who seek to invest and travel in the West. 
 
Vladimir Putin has shown his willingness to manipulate Ukrainian politics. An 
unstable Ukraine alienated from the West would certainly suit his interests. He's 
betting that the U.S. and Europe will play on the margins in this crisis. 
 
They must do otherwise. Through assertive diplomacy at the highest levels, 
American and European leaders can help avoid violence, chaos or a damaging 
intervention by Russia. They can help Ukrainians to peacefully determine their 
own future. 
 
Mr. Karatnycky is a senior fellow with the Atlantic Council. Mr. Wilson, a 
former official at the U.S. National Security Council, is executive vice president 
at the Atlantic Council. 
 
#15 
Rules of the Game 
by Aleksei Kudrin 
Kommersant, 3 December 2013 
[from Johnson’s Russia List, 5 December 2013] 
 
[Mr Kudrin, considered closed to liberal circles, served in the Russian 
government as Deputy Prime Minister or Minister of Finances between 2000-11. 
He recently hosted the All-Russian Civic Forum –UKL] 
 
The current political crisis in Ukraine is leaving less and less room for economic 
pragmatism and a considered choice of the direction of development. The 



contradictions that have accumulated in Ukrainian society demand an immediate 
resolution and the topic of Euro-integration sounds more like a pretext than a 
reason here.  
 
It is obvious that the changeability of the position of the executive in Kiev has 
greatly aided such a development of events. It is extremely difficult, having 
already prepared and initialled the association agreement with the EU and widely 
promoted its advantages to the population, to stop this locomotive when it is at 
full speed and to hope that this will not be perceived as a betrayal of expectations. 
On the other hand, the Ukrainian opposition's actions are also now determined to 
a considerable extent not so much by a desire to embark on the long and difficult 
European path so much as by the impending prospect of presidential elections.  
 
Many Ukrainians want to integrate into Europe with its greater stability, more 
developed institutions, prosperity, and security. But not everyone is thinking 
about how long it took to form the mentality of the European who built an 
economic and social system which is twice as productive as in the most developed 
CIS countries.  
 
It can only be regretted that the following rigid dilemma -- '"westward" or 
"eastward" -- is taking shape in Kiev now, especially given that there is no 
question of the country's entry into the EU at the moment. The world economy as 
a whole is becoming more integrated. The East will move toward the West's 
economic standards, adapting them to its own characteristics. The process of the 
enlargement of the WTO and the OECD proves this. It is interesting that Russia is, 
apparently, going to enter the OECD before Ukraine. This means that according 
to many parameters including the quality of institutions and legislation we will be 
closer to Europe than the Ukrainians. And, of course, Europe remains for us the 
main sales market and source of technology import.  
 
The important thing for Ukraine is to strengthen relations with both main 
economic partners. Trade turnover last year with both the EU and Russia 
amounted to $45 billion, according to the Ukrainian statistical organs' figures, 
and furthermore showed an approximately identical structure -- around $17.5 
billion in exports and $27.5 billion in imports. It is obvious that Ukraine exports 
more machinery and equipment to Russia than to Europe.  
 
The complexity of Ukraine's choice is also determined by the budget situation 
that has developed in recent years. Last year's budget deficit amounted to 4.6 
percent of GDP according to the IMF's statistics (plus 1.7 percent of GDP in the 
direct loss from Naftohaz Ukrayiny), this year it will be 4.5 percent of GDP, and 
next year it is going to rise further. The balance of payments deficit (in simple 
terms the shortage of foreign exchange resources for the payment of all the 
import and the repayment of loans) amounted to over 7 percent of GDP in the 
past 2 years and around 8 percent this year. This means a shortfall of 
approximately $12 billion. By spring this year, Ukraine's gold and foreign 
currency reserves had fallen by approximately 20 percent in a year and, 



according to the IMF's statistics, totalled around $24 billion.  
 
It is hard to obtain an IMF loan to cover the foreign currency shortage because it 
would be necessary to fulfil very tough demands in reducing the budget deficit, 
raising tariffs, and the partial devaluation of the currency. It is difficult politically 
although it is beneficial for improving the balance of payments, reducing the 
budget deficit, and resuming economic growth. But in the event of a foreign 
currency shortage Ukraine will have to devalue the hryvnya more sharply.  
 
From a purely economic viewpoint Ukraine's Euro-integration is a choice 
between a short-term deterioration in the economy (which will be politically 
sensitive) with the introduction of unpopular measures in the next 2-3 years and 
the choice of a more distant likely improvement in the work of the economic and 
political institutions under the strict patronage of Brussels and the IMF. With the 
preservation of good relations and the predominance of Russian patronage 
Ukraine can count on a substantial loan and an adjustment in gas prices which 
will delay the devaluation. And possibly the implementation of reforms which 
will nevertheless have to be conducted gradually after the presidential elections.  
 
Russia's proposal on tripartite talks is a good step because it makes it possible to 
reconcile the regimes governing the functioning of the three trade zones and find 
the optimum path for the Ukrainian economy. Sooner or later Ukraine will 
integrate with Europe but it is better to do this both consistently and gradually.  
  
#16 
Ukraine Spared the EU and Itself 
by Pekka Sutela 
Bloomberg.com, 6 December 2013 
 
Pekka Sutela is professor at the Lappeenranta University of Technology and 
former principal adviser for monetary policy and research at the Bank of 
Finland 
 
Much has been said about the defeat the European Union suffered with Ukraine’s 
sudden refusal to sign a trade and association agreement. The contrary is true: 
The EU has had a lucky escape and so have the Ukrainian people. 
 
Ukraine has a dysfunctional economy that faces imminent default. It cannot 
afford another destabilizing revolution. Rather than make a grand geostrategic 
choice between East and West, the country needs round-table talks similar to the 
ones that helped bring about a peaceful end to communism in Poland in 1989. 
These negotiations should resolve Ukraine’s political logjam and reach agreement 
on reforms to resuscitate the economy. 
 
The to-do list for Ukraine has been known for a long time: a functioning 
democracy and a market economy with firm and transparent rules. Yet there has 
been no political will to take the steps required, because doing so would endanger 



the vested interests of too many of Ukraine’s political leaders and business 
leaders. Short of a miracle, Ukraine will continue muddling its way down. 
 
Signing a deep association and trade agreement with a country in such dire 
political and economic straits was never in the best interests of the EU. The most 
important reason is that the credibility of Ukraine in fulfilling international 
agreements is zero. The history of relations between Ukraine and the 
International Monetary Fund -- still smarting from the $15.4 billion loan it 
granted in 2010 only to see the government renege on the terms -- demonstrates 
this all too clearly. 
 
Monetary Transfers 
 
Right now, Ukraine isn’t interested in its own long-term improvement. It wants 
short-term transfers in monetary or other forms. Its competing elite groups are 
more in the business of dividing rents than of fostering competitiveness and 
economic growth. That’s why so many foreign investors have left the country in 
recent years. 
 
Had Ukraine signed the agreement at the EU summit in Vilnius on Nov. 28, it 
would have been in a stronger position to demand transfers from the EU, which 
would have found itself in a corner. Given the current state of the EU’s economy, 
aid on the scale Ukraine has been demanding -– tens of billions of euros -- isn’t 
available. The EU would have to choose between subsidizing Ukraine while 
withholding cash demanded by southern European countries, or leaving Ukraine 
in a financial hole. Either way, the EU would be divided and under further strain. 
 
A signed agreement would also put the EU’s principles of global governance in 
question. Ukraine hasn’t even been able to have a serious discussion with the 
IMF about a policy program, so how could the EU trust it to gradually adopt the 
more onerous rules and standards of European integration? Such pledges will be 
credible only after Ukraine has a positive track record with the IMF and the 
World Trade Organization. In the meantime, the EU has no true interest in the 
investment it would make through the Vilnius agreements. 
 
President Viktor Yanukovych and his government no doubt acted in their own 
short-term interests by stepping back at the last moment. The government in 
Kiev can now continue playing its prospective donors in Brussels and Moscow 
against each other, and Yanukovych recently added a fundraising trip to China, 
muddying the picture further. Ukraine needs the money. Official reserves are 
down to two months’ worth of imports and foreign debt payments are high. A 
default sometime next year seems inevitable. 
 
As Ukraine’s dominant supplier of natural gas, only Russia has the muscle to 
force Yanukovych to change policies. Ukraine is heavily dependent on the price of 
gas, which it uses to produce energy-intensive goods such as fertilizers and 
metals. In 2012, it consumed 2.3 billion cubic feet of gas. By comparison, 



Germany, whose gross domestic product is 19 times larger than Ukraine’s, 
consumed only a little more, 2.9 billion cubic feet. 
 
GDP Growth 
 
The Ukrainian economy’s 5 percent to 6 percent growth rate in the 2000s was 
largely due to a 50 percent improvement in the terms of trade. Prices for metals 
and other Ukrainian export goods went up, while Russia continued to provide 
cheap gas. 
 
Russia faces a quandary, however. Economically, it doesn’t need Ukraine. 
Depending on one’s assumptions about the size of the shadow economy and the 
proper exchange rates, Ukraine’s economy is smaller than Finland’s. At the same 
time, subsidizing Ukraine isn’t cheap and doesn’t guarantee obedience, as 
Russia’s endless wrangling with Belarus shows. Still, Russia’s leadership believes 
in geopolitics, and is determined to incorporate Ukraine into the Eurasian Union 
it is building. 
 
Some in the EU have also adopted a geopolitical approach to Ukraine. This is 
unfortunate, given that the EU doesn’t have a common foreign and security 
policy in any serious sense. 
 
The most difficult problem, however, is the one confronting Ukrainians 
themselves. A political settlement is needed to create consensus around the 
painful -- and inevitably unpopular -- changes that the IMF and others have 
itemized: devaluation of the currency, fiscal consolidation, higher prices for 
domestic energy and structural reforms. 
 
The EU should scale back its ambitions and aim for an agreement on ordinary 
free trade with Ukraine. The approximation of EU rules and standards -- the 
element that would make the trade agreement “deep and comprehensive” -- can 
wait. The EU has grossly overestimated its positive power to transform backward 
countries. Ukraine saved the EU from a significant mistake. The focus now 
should be on the country’s economic fundamentals. 
 
#17 
Ukraine Rejects Europe: A Blessing in Disguise? 
by E.Wayne Merry 
The National Interest, 6 December 2013 
 
E. Wayne Merry is Senior Fellow for Europe and Eurasia at the American 
Foreign Policy Council in Washington, DC. 
 
The failure of Ukraine to sign an association agreement with the European Union 
has provoked gloom and outrage on both sides of the Atlantic. Are these reactions 
justified? 
 



There are two reasons why six years of negotiations between Brussels and Kiev 
did not produce an inked agreement at the Vilnius Summit. The first and most 
obvious is that Moscow employed its massive influence in Ukraine to forestall a 
deal. More to the point, however, is the manifest unwillingness of the ruling 
political elite of Ukraine to accommodate itself to EU standards. 
 
Yes, the western part of Ukraine profoundly wants to join "Europe." Yes, the 
Ukrainian oligarchs from the eastern part of the country very much want, as one 
Ukrainian commentator has put it, to "have one foot in Europe and one foot out" 
(not, mind you, one foot in Russia). However, that is not enough. The regime of 
Viktor Yanukovych is both strong enough and legitimate enough-for the time 
being-to pursue its "third way" option of seeking improved economic access with 
both Europe and Russia. 
 
Therein lies the core problem: for twenty years, independent Ukraine has 
expected, demanded, and all-too-often received a special status, allowing it to 
benefit from its geography while playing by its own set of rules. Western 
governments-with Washington at the fore-have encouraged the Ukrainian 
political class to believe their country can forever have its cake and eat it too, and 
obtain the benefits of a dual orientation without reforming itself even to Russian 
standards, let alone to Western ones. 
 
In the EU negotiations, Brussels bent over backwards to encourage Kiev to sign 
up to association status. Indeed, the European mistake-under pressure from 
Warsaw and Stockholm-was to treat Ukraine as if it already was in essence 
"European" and merely needed to adopt a few formalities. This did no favors to 
the people of Ukraine, and reflects a sad but established EU tendency of not 
rigorously enforcing standards with applicant states for either membership or 
association status. 
 
This practice began with Greek membership in 1981 and includes accepting a 
divided Cyprus, admitting Greece and Cyprus into the Eurozone, and the 
premature memberships of Romania and Bulgaria, which by rights should today 
enjoy association status rather than full membership. The consequence is 
recurrent buyer's remorse among EU governments and growing skepticism 
toward the European project among their populations. 
 
Americans are no help in this regard, constantly encouraging the European 
Union to take on ever more obligations, despite the comparative immaturity of 
the European project (the goal of establishing four common markets as specified 
in the 1957 Rome Treaty are still unfulfilled). If Washington had its way, 
European taxpayers would today shoulder most of the Black Sea littoral. 
 
The EU's Eastern Partnership program with Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, 
Armenia, and Azerbaijan was bound to encounter serious problems, both with 
the political cultures of the countries themselves and with Moscow, which did not 
welcome an overlapping "near abroad" to its west any more than it does the one 



with China in Central Asia. 
 
At Vilnius, two association agreements were to be signed. The Georgians, who 
look willing and able to genuinely benefit from their new relationship with the EU, 
signed on. Moldova, despite having also signed an agreement in Vilnius, is a 
different story, both because of domestic political divisions at least as acute as 
those of Ukraine and due to its fairly primitive economic institutions. For 
Brussels, making the association agreement with Moldova actually work will be a 
serious challenge. Implementing it successfully would be by far the best incentive 
to neighboring Ukraine to restart itself on a European path. 
 
Armenia did not sign up at Vilnius, but what Putin did with his Armenian 
counterpart was merely to rip off the veil of sovereignty which President Serzh 
Sargsyan and his predecessors had long since abandoned in practice. The 
Armenian ruling elite had alternatives, especially with Turkey, but chose not to 
exercise them, and deliberately painted their country into a corner with Russia, 
believing they could maneuver their patron at will. In fact, any time Moscow 
wanted to call the bluff, Armenia's dependency would stand naked to the world. 
 
Why is Moscow now pursuing an economic Eurasian Union? In brief, the Russian 
derzhava is turning inward on itself, in part for domestic reasons but more 
broadly because of its inability to compete (on different indices) with the 
European West, the Chinese East, or the Islamic South. The Kremlin seeks to 
build a redoubt of the Eurasian heartland, but has waited far too long to do so 
effectively. If Putin really wanted to make his Eurasian project a going concern, 
he should have started in earnest five to seven years ago. Today, Moscow's efforts 
to shore up segments of its near abroad are a manifestation of Russian weakness, 
not strength. 
 
For Ukraine, the consequences of failure at Vilnius are real, but the opportunity 
costs are not as great as some imagine. The government in Kiev has neither the 
inclination nor the ability to actually fulfill the requirements of association status 
with the European Union. It was precisely this systemic shortcoming which 
caused Ukraine's rulers to back away from signing. If they would not take the 
cosmetic measures needed for the agreement, they certainly could not introduce 
the much deeper reforms in their economy and political system to benefit from it. 
 
In Europe, behind the dolorous public statements about Kiev's absence at the 
Vilnius signing ceremony, one hears notable sighs of relief. The European project 
is up to its eyeballs in problems and burdens, with renewed bailouts for Greece 
and Portugal looming. The phrase "Ukraine fatigue" is common parlance in 
Berlin, Paris, and other EU capitals. Viktor Yanukovych has hardly served his 
country's best interests, but he likely did the European Union a favor by pushing 
Ukraine back in the European queue for several years to come. 
 
For the United States, a cohesive and viable European Union is vastly more 
important than Ukraine, by logarithmic orders of magnitude. Thus, Kiev's failure 



to attach itself to the EU may be in our interest as well. Washington has tried 
many times to help Ukraine since the latter's independence, only to find that the 
prevailing political culture of the country remains its own worst enemy. Those of 
us with long memories recall that Soviet Ukraine was always the most "Soviet" of 
the Soviet republics. Ukraine may need more than a single generation to qualify 
even for Europe's back porch. It is poor policy for Washington to push Brussels 
and Kiev to premature association, despite our emotive tendency to perceive 
Ukraine as more evolved than it is. 
 
The Ukrainian body politic is already reacting, vigorously, to the egregious 
behavior of its national leadership in Kiev. With luck, heads will roll, but that is 
up to the Ukrainians. It will be an uphill battle against deeply entrenched 
interests. In time, Ukraine will have another crack at association status with 
Europe, but that is merely an echo of the struggle at home for the identity and 
future of the country. 
 
#18 
Vilnius Fiasco Mirrors EU's Fading Halo 
By Ivaylo Gatev 
Global Times (China), 4 December 2013 
 
The author is a lecturer in European politics at the University of Nottingham, 
China campus.  
 
EU foreign policy suffered a major setback last week. The summit meeting with 
the leaders of the EU's eastern neighbors held in the Lithuanian capital Vilnius 
produced a less than desirable outcome for Brussels. Only two of the EU's eastern 
partners, both former Soviet republics, signed association and free trade area 
agreements with the EU.    
 
These agreements were designed to lock their political systems, economies and 
societies into a western trajectory. The centerpiece of the EU's eastern strategy, 
Ukraine, presented EU leaders with an unpleasant surprise. Its president, Viktor 
Yanukovych, refused to sign the agreements in their current form, citing 
insufficient financial commitment from the EU side.   He also proposed 
expanding the format of the negotiations to include the Russian Federation.   
 
While this came as something of a shock to EU politicians and diplomats who had 
been working hard to pull Ukraine into a western orbit, the outcome of the 
negotiations was not so surprising.  
 
  There had been clear signs that the Ukrainian government would not accept the 
deal offered by Brussels. The EU then cast around for someone to blame.  EU 
anger and frustration were directed in the first instance against the Ukrainian 
president and government. Yanukovych and his team were castigated for 
pursuing short-term gains and for compromising Ukraine's future for the sake of 
staying in power.    



 
EU negotiators raised the specter of jailed opposition leader Yulia Tymoshenko in 
an attempt to explain what they saw as Yanukovych's intransigence.    
 
They pointed at the opposition mass rallies held on Kiev's Independence (now 
"European") Square as evidence of the supposed disconnection existing between 
the ruling elite and the Ukrainian public on the issue of European integration.   
 
The anger and resentment borne out of frustrated ambition also found a 
convenient target in Russian President Vladimir Putin.  
 
Brussels blamed Putin for the setback in Vilnius. The customs inspections on 
Ukraine's eastern border carried out by Moscow earlier this year were, in the eyes 
of EU officials, a sure sign of Russian blackmail that helped scupper the deal, as 
were a series of supposedly secret meetings.   
 
These and other justifications that will no doubt be endlessly repeated in the 
weeks ahead mask an important point, namely, that the EU has itself to blame for 
the Vilnius fiasco.    
 
For a start, it tried to talk down to and demanded sacrifices from a country in a 
desperate situation without offering anything adequate in return. It tried to 
present Kiev with a false choice between two alternatives - itself and Russia - 
something deeply unethical and destabilizing in the Ukrainian context.    
 
Here Brussels behaved no differently from Moscow, when the latter tried to 
induce Kiev into joining the Customs Union.    
 
European Commission President Jose Manuel Barroso's dismissal of 
Yanukovych's offer to trilateralize the negotiations also played a part.    
 
Did it ever cross Barroso's mind that the EU-Ukraine relationship was not and 
could never simply be a bilateral relationship?    
 
In an interconnected world where the decisions made by one country have knock-
on effects on the economies and societies of others, the guiding principle of 
international diplomacy should be multilateralism. The EU itself is based on this 
principle, and it is ironic that it does not always adhere to it.   
 
The recent developments in Vilnius point to another conclusion. The EU is 
simply not as attractive as it used to be. The recession, the sovereign debt crisis, 
the backlash against enlargement, have all taken the gloss out of its image.    
 
Unlike Central and Eastern Europe in the 1990s, Ukraine now has viable 
alternatives to following the West. These alternatives come not so much in the 
form of the dreaded Customs Union, but in trade and investment links with the 
growing economies of East Asia.    



 
The statist developmental model championed by China may be just as attractive 
to Ukraine as the liberal institutional one embodied by the EU. Speaking to Kiev 
from a position of undisputed strength no longer delivers the results that Brussels 
hopes for.   
 
Vilnius marked the limit of Western influence in the post-Soviet space. Instead of 
facing up to the inadequacies of its policy toward the region, the EU chose to 
externalize the blame and project it on others. This may be comforting, but is 
hardly a good basis on which to build close relations with neighbors.   
 
#19 
Ukraine the EU and the EU Left 
by Stephen Velychenko, University of Toronto  
UCIPR, 4 December 2013 
 
UCIPR is the Ukrainian Centre for Independent Political Research (Ukrains’kyi 
nezalezhnyi tsentr politichnykh doslidzhen’) 
 
The mass of Ukrainians and a majority of Russians and Russian-speakers, with 
the exception of the Crimea, alongside their national-democrat leaders regard the 
EU as the only alternative to the neo-soviet Russophile oligarchic order in which 
they live. They desire integration into EU looking to Poland Slovakia and 
Hungary as models. For some European democratic and anti-Stalinist leftists 
who condemn the American-led neo-liberal corporatist offensive to destroy 
Europe’s post-war social-democratic order, this Ukrainian affinity to the EU can 
appear incomprehensible. Most ignore Ukraine Others, despite professed support 
for oppressed and downtrodden groups, either implicitly or explicitly think 
Putin’s Russian bandit- capitalism preferable to American neo-liberal capitalism, 
and, tolerate his neo-imperialist driven objective to maintain at least Russian 
hegemony over if not full control over Ukraine. Those who think in these terms 
overlook a number of issues that, one might think, principled leftists should not.  
 
First, the November 21 refusal by Yanukovych to sign the Association agreement 
is a result of the very successful Russian colonialist project in Ukraine. Initiated 
by Peter I after the Battle of Poltava in central and eastern Ukraine, the project 
was successfully implemented in western Ukraine after 1945. Like all colonialist 
projects, the tsarist and soviet Russian project in Ukraine involved foreign-
speaking colonists from the metropole settling in the periphery, centrally 
imposed governors from the metropole, a local collaborationist elite and a 
reduction of the local population to ethnographic curiosities unsuited to 
modernity. The imperial centre then turned the annexed periphery into a 
supplier of raw materials and unfinished bulk-goods. This project was so 
successful that even today Anglo- American and European commentators and 
politicians who would not even think about referring to “legitimate” English or 
French interests in India or “Indo China,” can, with straight-faces, talk about 
“legitimate” Russian interests in Ukraine!  



 
Ukraine’s colonialist-type Russian-speaking elite, its settler-colonist social base, 
lopsided economy and the institutions that maintained this order remained in 
place after 1991. This socio-political order was threatened in 2004, but in 2010 
the world witnessed regime-restoration in Kyiv. The flag and the formal language 
became Ukrainian in 1991, but the public communications sphere remained 
Russian and the underlying institutions and relations of power remained Soviet. 
In this broader context, the ruling elite, as represented by Yanukovych, his Party 
of Regions and the still existing Communist Party of Ukraine, was for all intents 
and purposed a continuation of the old Soviet era colonialist administrative elite 
whose focus, allegiances, culture and fortunes remain tied to Putin’s neo-imperial 
Russian centre.  
 
As rulers and owners of a de jure independent country, some of Ukraine’s 
Russophile post Soviet oligarch/capitalists began developing a territorial 
“national interest.” Like their counterparts in 19th century Latin America this 
group, after 1991, began evolving into a “creole” elite ruling an independent 
national state separate from the imperial metropole. As an incipient “national 
capitalist class” they see membership in the EU as a way secure their local 
political power and stolen fortunes.  
 
The November 21 decision suggests this evolution has stopped for the foreseeable 
future. Whether or not massive inflows of European capital will renew it remains 
to be seen. Whether police and special forces turn and support the pro EU 
movement also remains to be seen. The minority within the ruling culturally 
Russophile and Russian-speaking oligarchic elite who seek EU integration are a 
“creole” class resembling the nineteenth-century Spanish speaking ruling elites in 
Latin America. Such oligarchs already live in the EU keep their money, wives, 
children and lovers there, and give speeches there in Russian about Ukraine. 
They are already a part of the EU neo-liberal capitalist corporatist elite. Some 
even give a few cents of their stolen fortunes to Ukrainian Diaspora causes 
hoping to temper condemnation of their government from that quarter. The 
November 21 decision, however, suggests that this “creole territorial-national 
elite” were unable to win over the neo-soviet pro- Russian colonialist 
administrative majority. This latter group may be compared to the French settler 
minority in pre-independence Algeria.  
 
During 20 years of political independence few if any of Ukraine’s oligarchic 
plutocrats did anything to lessen their economic dependency on Russian markets 
and state-capitalist conglomerates. They did not invest profits into production, 
modernization, diversification, and infrastructure, and evolve into a “national 
capitalist class.” They chose instead to remain a dependent “comprador 
bourgeoisie” as Marxists would call them. They deposited their astronomical ill-
gotten profits into tax-free off- shore accounts, bought imported luxury goods 
and bribed politicians and administrators. Their scale of theft from public coffers 
is so great that this year the government they control had to borrow from private 
banks to pay pensions. Regardless of any differences they have with the Russian 



metropole, like their French colonialist counterparts, these semi-criminal 
oligarchic plutocrats by all indications prefer to be little fish in the old big 
imperial metropolitan sea, than big fish in their new small territorial-national 
sea.  
 
Second, within this context, the average Ukrainian, even if such a person is aware 
of the neo-liberal corporatist destruction of the post-war order, sees the EU 
corporate neo-liberal capitalist order as one that still provides better conditions 
of life than the post-soviet Russian-style robber state-corporatist capitalist order 
they live under in Ukraine. Re-establishing closer ties with Putin’s Russia would 
reinforce that criminalized neo-feudal soviet-style order.  
 
Third, when the average Ukrainian looks at the EU they see what Marx 
considered the great achievements of the eighteenth and nineteenth century 
bourgeois revolutions: freedom of the press, elected representative assemblies, 
constitutions, the rule of law, and strong legal trade unions. These freedoms have 
yet to be enacted and enforced in Ukraine.  
 
Today, transnational corporations through their various “trade agreements” 
usurp and destroy these freedoms in the countries where they were won, often by 
force of arms and bloodshed. Nevertheless, even in truncated form, today’s EU 
member countries s remain as beacons of these “bourgeois freedoms” to people 
living in the neo-feudal authoritarian post-soviet republics. These freedoms never 
existed in Stalin’s USSR and, after 1991, despite their formal adaptation in a 
written constitution, Ukraine’s robber barons and their hired politicians ignore 
them whenever they please.  
 
Fourth, from the leftist perspective, the results of the “bourgeois revolutions” that 
occurred in eastern Europe only in 1989, have yet to reach Ukraine. Accordingly, 
leftists must realize that nationalism plays a different role in Ukraine than it does 
in the EU. Nationalism is simply a theory that says political and cultural borders 
should coincide. The policies enacted within those borders can be leftist or 
rightist, extremist or moderate. Everything depends on the leaders and the 
people. Ukrainian nationalism in Ukraine, accordingly, as in any other country, 
cannot be identified solely with an extreme right – in particular in as much as 
leaders of such extremist nominally “Ukrainian” groups like Dmytro Korchynski 
of “The Brotherhood” are or “Patriots of Ukraine,” upon investigation, turn out to 
have links with Ukraine’s pro-Russian oligarch and the Russian FSB. Like any 
nationalism nurtured by and directed against any imperialism, Ukrainian 
nationalism directed against Putin’s Russian neo-imperialism, represents a 
democratic progressive force and must be supported. 
 
#20 
How Ukrainian Protestors are Using Twitter and Facebook 
by Pablo Barbera and Megan Metzger 
The Monkey Cage, 4 December 2013 



http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/monkey-cage/wp/2013/12/04/strategic-
use-of-facebook-and-twitter-in-ukrainian-protests/ 
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of this post contains graphs –UKL] 
 
Joshua Tucker: The following is a guest post by Pablo Barberá and Megan 
Metzger, graduate researchers in the NYU Social Media and Political 
Participation (SMaPP) laboratory. 
 
Protests on the streets of Kiev, and in other cities across the Ukraine, have been 
ongoing now for two weeks. Organized in response to a decision on the part of the 
Ukrainian government to move towards closer ties with Russia, and away from 
strengthening the relationship with the European Union, the protests are the 
largest in Ukraine since the Orange Revolution in 2004. On Sunday, the largest 
day of protests so far, The Guardian estimates that over 300,000 people were on 
the streets of Kiev pushing for a move towards Europeanization, and away from 
Russia. Several days into the protests, some protesters are calling for an outright 
revolution, and Monday a motion for a vote of no confidence on the part of the 
opposition in parliament failed to pass. Many believe that Russia pressured 
President Yanukovych to back out of a deal with the EU last week, which would 
have improved trade relations between the country and the Union. 
 
As with many recent protests, there has been much conversation about the role 
that social media has played in Ukraine. An article in the Kyiv Post argued that 
social media had played a critical role. At the Social Media and Political 
Participation (SMaPP) lab at NYU, we have been collecting all tweets mentioning 
the most common Twitter hashtags of the protest since the morning of Monday, 
Nov. 25, as well as data on public Facebook activity. What can we learn from 
these digital traces about the role of social media in the Ukrainian protests? 
 
The first notable trend is that Facebook is being used much more actively than 
Twitter. The official EuroMaidan Facebook page, started on Nov. 21, now has 
over 126,000 likes. Almost all of the information on this page is in Ukrainian, 
suggesting that the information is geared to locals rather than the international 
community, and there is evidence of vibrant interaction. As we have observed in 
other cases, this type of pages serves a dual purpose: to provide information 
about the ongoing protests to individuals who are not participating, and to 
coordinate protestors. A look at the most popular Facebook posts on this page 
confirms this intuition: many posts provide news updates that generate intense 
discussions, but the page is also used to provide important logistical information 
for protestors. There are, for example, posts with maps of places to get free tea 
and access to warm spaces, advice on how to avoid being provoked by 
government agents, flyers to print and distribute around the city, as well as 
information on where protesters will be gathering. 
 



Most importantly, people are interacting with this information.  The 2000 
updates posted on the page since it was created have garnered close to 50,000 
comments and over a million likes; and their content has been shared over 
230,000 times. The plot below illustrates the number of daily likes (on posts), 
comments, and shares on the page since its creation. Here we can see that there 
are spikes in activity during both weekends, when protests were the largest, as 
well as an increase over time in the level of activity. The most widely shared posts 
include several with videos of police violently beating protestors with 
batons,  another urging workers in various capacities in the government and 
outside it to stop working and join the protests, and one which includes quotes 
from Mykhailo Zhurovsky, the rector of the largest university in the country (Kyiv 
Polytechnic), supporting the protests. Finally, a second Facebook page was 
created on Nov. 30 particularly to provide legal assistance to protestors. This 
page has garnered 16,677 likes in 3 days. 
 
Twitter usage is much lower, with a total of 120,000 tweets having been sent 
mentioning the main hashtag of the protest (and its Russian and English 
translations) since we began collecting data, with numbers peaking on Sunday, 
Dec. 1, the largest day of the protests. An interesting difference in comparison 
with other protests is the fragmentation in the language of the tweets, with 
Ukrainian accounting for only 33 percent, English for 28 percent and Russian for 
24 percent. 
 
However, if we examine the geographic distribution of the active users on Twitter, 
we find that 69 percent of geolocated users are tweeting from Ukraine, many of 
them writing in English, which suggests that this result is not driven primarily by 
foreign users. One possible explanation for this result is a division of purposes 
across social media: while Facebook is used to create content targeted to a 
domestic audience, Twitter appears to be a tool to convey information about the 
protest to the rest of the world and to draw the attention of the international 
community. This result is consistent with some of the work by Sean Aday and 
colleages on their paper “Blogs and Bullets”. 
 
Perhaps the most interesting trend on Twitter is the spike in user registration. 
The plot below shows the distribution of the dates in which social media users 
participating in the protest through this platform opened their account. We 
observe a significant spike in account creation coinciding exactly with the onset of 
the protests. In other words, this plot suggests many of those using the 
EuroMaidan hashtags (евромайдан, євромайдан, and euromaidan) are new 
Twitter users. In fact, of the 34,000 unique users posting about the protests, 
1,200 of them are users who have joined since the protests started. This suggests 
that the protests themselves are encouraging Ukrainians to join and begin using 
Twitter, perhaps influenced by having seen the impact of Twitter in other recent 
protests and recognizing the strategic potential of the medium, particularly for 
communicating with those outside of the country. 
 
Taken together, our data suggests that Ukrainian social media users are 



strategically using the tools available to them in the ways that seem most effective. 
The disparity in language use between Facebook and Twitter suggests an 
understanding on the part of users about the audiences consuming the content 
they produce in each medium. The spike in Twitter use is, to our knowledge, a 
previously unobserved phenomenon. It suggests a reciprocal relationship 
between social media and protest, where social media can serve as an important 
strategic tool for protest, and at the same time attract new users to online 
communication platforms. 
 
#21 
Ukraine’s Emerging European Majority 
by Mark Adomanis 
Forbes.com. 6 December 2013 
http://www.forbes.com/sites/markadomanis/2013/12/06/ukraines-emerging-
european-majority/]  
 
It's still anyone's guess as to how the protests in Kiev will play out. For the 
moment the momentum seems to be on the side of the protesters, but it's entirely 
possible that the government will succeed in waiting them out. Winter, after all, 
can be pretty brutal in Eastern Europe, and if the weather turns sour its easy to 
imagine that the crowds will gradually thin out. 
 
From a long term perspective, however, the demographic trends strongly suggest 
that Ukraine will gradually move away from Russia and towards Europe. Why? 
Well, primarily because the regions from which Yanukovych draws his support, 
and which are traditionally aligned with Russia, are emptying out faster than the 
regions that support the opposition. 
 
Here's a graph showing the 2012 natural change in population against the share 
of the vote captured by Yanukovych: 
 
This obviously isn't a prefect correlation, but as should be clear Yanukovych won 
precisely none of the six oblasts which recorded natural population growth. The 
most dynamic parts of the country all supported Tymoshenko. When you 
examine the oblasts won by Tymoshenko in the 2010 election, they experienced a 
weighted average change in population of -2.14 per 1,000. That's not particularly 
good (recall that "dying" Russia's rate was -0.01 in 2012) but it's a lot better than 
regions which supported Yanukovych, which had a weighted average population 
change of -4.17 per ,1000. 
 
Essentially the regions that supported Yanukovych are shrinking at twice the rate 
of the regions that supported Tymoshenko. 
 
I'm not enough of an expert in Ukrainian electoral politics to say precisely how 
quickly these trends will manifest themselves: it's possible, though increasingly 
unlikely, that Yanukovych will manage to cobble together his old coalition and 
squeak past the finish line in the 2015 elections. But from a long term perspective 



the numbers are going to lie with the areas of Ukraine that look towards Europe 
because the population of the Russia-supporting areas is simply shrinking too 
quickly. 
 
People that want to see Ukraine in Europe, then, should have confidence that the 
long-term trends are in their favor. This doesn't mean that we should ignore 
what's happening in the streets of Kiev, but it does suggest that fears of a Russia-
aligned Ukraine are rather overblown. Unless Ukraine becomes an outright 
dictatorship (which seems highly unlikely for a host of reasons) its electoral 
dynamics will become increasingly pro-Europe with each passing year. Time 
simply isn't on Yanukovych's side, and his base of support grows smaller with 
each passing day. 
 
#22 
New Book: 
Eurasian Economic Integration 
Edited by Rilka Dragneva and Kataryna Wolczuk, University of Birmingham, UK 
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2013 
 
‘Eurasian Economic Integration has arrived at just the right time. The Asia-
Europe economic region is undergoing major changes. With the strengthening of 
the Chinese economy and the crisis with the euro, the economic balance is 
shifting. Meanwhile, questions about the future of the economies in the post-
Soviet region are arising. The new order now being attempted under Russia’s 
leadership could take on considerably more significance. Kataryna Wolczuk and 
Rilka Dragneva have brought together a first-class team of experts who are 
investigating these developments. As a result, we now have a study describing the 
Eurasian structures currently taking shape and their consequences for the 
countries involved, the WTO and neighbouring countries in the East and West. 
This precise and timely study upholds high standards of scholarship and offers 
political actors an excellent analysis, which will enable them to adapt European 
policy to the processes playing out in Eurasia.’ 
 
– Henning Schröder, Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin, Institute for East-
European Studies, Free University Berlin, Germany 
 
‘This book spectacularly delivers on what it promises, providing a comprehensive, 
clearly structured and theoretically informed study of the latest round of 
integration efforts in post-Soviet Eurasia. Bringing together an impressive range 
of contributors, each of whom is a notable expert in their field, this will 
undoubtedly become a classic path-breaking study of regionalism in a part of the 
world that is unjustly neglected.’ 
– Richard Sakwa, University of Kent, UK 
 
In this well-researched and detailed book, the editors provide an extensive and 
critical analysis of post-Soviet regional integration. After almost two decades of 
unfulfilled integration promises, a new – improved and functioning – regime 



emerged in the post-Soviet space: the Eurasian Customs Union between Russia, 
Belarus and Kazakhstan (ECU). 
 
The contributors seek to explain this puzzling and politically significant 
development by examining the ECU’s origins, institutional architecture, key 
driving forces and emerging implications. Their investigation reveals that the 
ECU is an ambitious and fast moving project in deep economic integration, yet its 
legal design is complex and member states are driven by a precarious balance of 
diverse motives. Nevertheless, as the contributions to the volume indicate, the 
emergence of the ECU already carries important external implications, especially 
for the EU’s strategy in the post-Soviet space. 
 
Being the first comprehensive and systematic study of the new Eurasian 
economic integration regime, this book will appeal to academics and students of 
regional integration, international relations and international law, Russian 
studies, Post-Soviet politics, as well as Central Asian studies. 
 
#23 
New Book: 
 
Maciej Olchawa 
Stars and Trident: The European Integration of Ukraine 
Krakow: Fundacja Sw. Wlodzimierza, 2013 
http://www.nestor.cracow.pl/gwiazdy-i-tryzub-europejska-integracja-ukrainy-
p1385.html 
 
Stars and Trident: The European Integration of Ukraine presents an overview of 
EU-Ukraine relations from 1991 to early 2013. Where has the greatest progress 
and cooperation been noted over the past twenty years? What mistakes were 
made by Kyiv and Brussels? Can missed opportunities still be remedied? The 
author places particular emphasis on the negotiations of the Association 
Agreement, the economic benefits of the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade 
Area, and the EU's visa policy toward Ukraine. Stars and Trident also offers 
insight into the European Parliament's take on Ukrainian history (from issues 
like the Holodomor to Stepan Bandera) and the role of the Ukrainian language in 
diplomatic contacts between Kyiv and Brussels. A separate chapter outlines the 
EU's vision of Ukraine's place in the Eastern Partnership and the potential that 
this initiative has to offer. The summary offers several recommendations that 
may alleviate Ukraine's challenging path to European integration.  
 
Maciej Olchawa grew up in Chicago and attended Loyola University where he 
received a BA in history and international studies. He graduated from 
Jagiellonian University in Krakow with an MA in Central and Eastern European 
studies and an MA in Ukrainian studies. Between 2008 and 2012, he served as a 
policy adviser on Ukraine in the European Parliament’s Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. He lives in Brussels. 
 



#24 
New Report: 
 
Samuel Charap and Mikhail Troitskiy, Russian, the West and the Integration 
Dilemma, The International Institute for Strategic Studies, London, UK, 2013, 
http://scharap.fastmail.net/files/55-6-04-Charap-and-Troitskiy.pdf. 
 
#25 
Mychailo Wynnyckyj’s EuroMaidan Diary  
Ukraine’s Revolution – Day 4-5 – Stand-off 
6 December 2013 
 
I tried writing my daily email/Facebook report on Ukraine’s revolution last night, 
but realized that basically nothing much happened yesterday – and that’s very 
good news! With President Yanukovych in China, and several foreign ministers in 
Kyiv for a meeting of the OSCE, the demonstrators had an opportunity to 
consolidate their logistics, fortify their camp (and resolve), to organize 
communications support for their cause, and legal assistance for individuals from 
their ranks who have been wrongfully jailed by the regime. Although the mood on 
Independence Square remains tense, it seems clear that the stand-off between the 
protesters and Ukraine’s government will remain in a quasi-frozen state until 
such time as fewer potential western witnesses of any forceful attempt to remove 
the Euromaidan are present in Kyiv, and until the President returns to Ukraine. 
 
Indeed, the inaction of government officials (lack of violence and absence of will 
to disperse the protesters) during the last two days has finally dispelled any 
doubts that may have existed as to the authoritarian nature of executive power in 
Ukraine. The regime did nothing significant to impact the street protests because 
the man who actually makes all significant decisions in this country happens to 
be in China at the moment. This should be kept in mind when negotiations 
between the regime and the opposition (called for by EU-leaders and by the 
OSCE) eventually begin, and compromises are called for. Sacrificing the Azarov 
government while keeping Yanukovych in power (as some have suggested) will 
not constitute regime change in Ukraine. For real change to occur, Yanukovych 
must go. 
 
In a possible prelude to a future attempt to clear the center of Ukraine’s capital by 
force, today, a court order was delivered to demonstrators currently occupying 
Kyiv’s city hall: unless their legal challenges are successful (highly unlikely given 
the tendentious nature of Ukraine’s courts), protesters have until Monday 
evening to leave the administrative building. The court ruling also references the 
Trade Union building where the opposition has established its headquarters, and 
the October Palace concert hall, the premises of which several hundred 
demonstrators have been using as lodging. A separate court order to remove the 
blockade from the Cabinet of Ministers building was delivered to demonstrators 
there today also. 
 



Few in Kyiv doubt that force will eventually be used by the regime to clear the city 
center. Special interior ministry troops (the “Tiger” brigade) have been relocated 
from Crimea to the vicinity of the capital, and although the entrance to their base 
in the town of Vasylkiv has been blocked by demonstrators, no doubt this elite 
squad could break through the protester blockade within a few minutes if ordered 
to do so. During his speech in Parliament on Tuesday, Prime Minister Azarov did 
not mince words: “We have enough power to clear all government buildings” he 
said in a poorly veiled reference to the “Berkut” riot police that in recent days has 
been the primary weapon used by the regime against the demonstrators. 
Yesterday, Prosecutor General Pshonka broadcast a short statement in which he 
warned that occupying government buildings is a criminal offence, and that those 
responsible would certainly be punished to the full extent of the law. 
 
But in the authoritarian state that Ukraine has become, none of this will happen 
without “Papa” Yanukovych’s direct order, and the President has demonstrated 
on several occasions (particularly in the case of Yulia Tymoshenko) that he 
prefers to hide behind formal court rulings before actually resorting to the use of 
force. So we can safely predict that if the court deadline for clearing government 
buildings is Monday evening, the demonstrators have some breathing room until 
then. 
 
However, on the regime side, the Party of Regions political machine which backs 
Yanukovych, seems to have profited from the current pause in events also. After 
having been seriously shaken by the scale of the demonstrations and the horrors 
of the atrocities that occurred last weekend, the main political force backing the 
current government has now reconsolidated. Two Party of Regions 
Parliamentarians (Inna Bogoslovska and David Zhvania) defected from their 
faction on Monday, but two others (Bondar and Rudkovsky) who had announced 
that they would leave the Party of Regions after the riot police’s savagery on the 
weekend, today retracted their statements with no explanation. 
 
In a similarly suspect turn of events, former Ukrainian President Leonid 
Kravchuk (1991-1994), who had signed a joint statement at the beginning of the 
week with former Presidents Kuchma (1994-2004) and Yushchenko (2005-2010) 
in which they denounced last weekend’s violence, today called a special press 
conference to condemn the demonstrators for illegally occupying government 
buildings, and to disparage Ukraine’s three opposition leaders for not 
announcing which one of them will run as the united opposition’s candidate for 
the Presidency – a question that is increasingly irrelevant to the demonstrators, 
but one that is often raised by Party of Regions spin doctors as evidence of 
disunity in the opposition ranks. 
 
On the side of the demonstrators, in addition to holding the fort on Independence 
Square, morning marches to key government buildings have been organized with 
several thousand participants each day. For example, yesterday and today, 
protesters set up blockades of buildings where those accused of organizing the 
street violence on Sunday December 1 on Bankova St. are currently being held; 



last night, a rally of over 100 passenger cars blocked the street in front of the 
“Berkut” riot police base, and honked their horns for an hour, thereby sending 
the message “if you don’t let us sleep at night, we won’t let you sleep either”. 
 
In a small victory for the protest movement, students who marched to the 
Ministry of Education yesterday were successful in forcing the First Deputy 
Minister to issue a document that officially allows students to participate in civic 
activities without fear of repressions.  Whether this order will actually be followed 
remains to be seen. Currently, several students are still officially listed as missing 
after the street violence last weekend, and although repressions at the level of 
educational institutions (i.e. expulsions or deflation of grades) now seem unlikely, 
many young people remain psychologically shaken by having had their lives 
threatened by police actions during the weekend. Today, approximately 20 
students who had previously been listed as missing were found in hospital with 
very serious injuries – several are reported to be on the verge of death. 
 
Meanwhile on Independence Square, during the past 2 days, fortifications have 
been strengthened, logistical processes improved, and a command and control 
hierarchy established.  Yesterday the square was filled with rumors that at least 
one of the protesters injured during the clearing of Bankova Street on Sunday had 
died. Given the footage on the internet of savage brutality on the part of the riot 
police (one video shows a fallen man receiving over 50 kicks and nightstick 
beetings while lying on the ground), if one of the victims has in fact died, this 
would not be surprising. However, it is also clear that a single confirmed death at 
the hands of police could potentially lead to even greater protests that may not be 
controllable either by the regime or the opposition. Earlier this year, when three 
police officers were found to have raped a woman in the southern Ukrainian 
village of Vradiyivka, the entire village stormed the local police station in an 
attempt to lynch the officers. A nation-wide lynch campaign could get out of hand 
very easily, and for this reason functioning command and control structures (on 
both sides) are key to keeping the peace. 
 
Another very important factor that has helped to keep the current stand-off 
between the regime and the Maidan peaceful, is the current presence of high 
ranking western diplomats in Kyiv. Yesterday, I was invited to a reception with 
Canadian Foreign Minister John Baird who was in town for a meeting of the 
OSCE. The Minister gave a brief statement in which he reiterated Canada’s 
support for democracy and human rights in Ukraine, and today he met with 
protesters on Independence Square (but did not speak from the stage). Although 
publicly diplomatic, at the reception yesterday the Minister alluded to his 
tendency to be frank in relaying his beliefs to foreign government counterparts in 
private meetings. Later he met with Ukraine’s opposition leaders at the Canadian 
embassy, and with government officials today. 
 
Foreign pressure on the regime is picking up, and is very much appreciated in all 
forms by the protesters. The foreign minister of Germany (also here for the OSCE 
meeting) today toured the Independence Square camp together with opposition 



leaders, and then held a short press conference. Journalists on one of Georgia’s 
television channels dressed in blue and yellow for their broadcast, and in Warsaw, 
Ukrainian flags lined the main street, and the Polish capital’s Palace of Culture 
and Science was illuminated in blue and yellow in solidarity with EuroMaidan. 
 
Today, news programs on several Ukrainian channels broadcast stories of Polish 
and German border guards inviting Ukrainian passport holders to cross their 
respective borders using channels labeled for “EU citizens”. This privilege has 
traditionally been denied to Ukrainians, and is seen by many as particularly 
demeaning. But the message today was clear: the Ukrainian regime may not wish 
to sign an Association Agreement with the EU, but the EU itself recognizes and 
appreciates the desires of the Ukrainian people to be European. Such gestures are 
very much appreciated here. Please keep them coming! 
 
Meanwhile in China, President Yanukovych – the man who is the de facto 
addressee of all of the diplomatic messages currently being transmitted by 
western leaders to the Ukrainian government – spent yesterday viewing the 
famous terracotta army in the city of Xian. The irony of the situation was not 
missed by Ukraine’s opposition press (broadcasting on Channel 5, TVi, Channel 
24, and on several internet TV channels): while tens of thousands gather on the 
streets of Kyiv, the President spent the day viewing museum artefacts. Today’s 
news reports were kinder, claiming that Yanukovych would be returning to 
Ukraine tomorrow with over $8 billion in investment deals. Evidently he will 
have something to talk about to the people when he arrives. But are they really 
interested in listening? 
 
That question is clearly rhetorical - at least for the protestors in Kyiv’s streets and 
squares. And although Party of Regions financiers have generously tried to 
organize alternative protests by bussing paid demonstrators to proclaim their 
support for the economic policies of the current regime, such events have been 
short-lived and have drawn laughable numbers of participants. For the vast 
majority of people gathering in Kyiv to protest against the regime, investment 
figures and economic agreements with China (or anyone else for that matter) are 
completely irrelevant. They want those responsible for independent Ukraine’s 
first ever incidents of street violence to be punished, and more immediately, they 
want the regime to stop persecuting (through selective justice) those who dare to 
stand-up for their rights and beliefs. Long-term: they want personal dignity and 
rules-based government; they want freedom to travel to Europe; they want to be 
proud of their own country (which may explain why the national anthem is sung 
on the Maidan on an hourly basis…) But clearly, the regime is not listening – a 
fact that merely increases the protesters’ anger. 
 
As temperatures drop daily, the stand-off on the streets of Kyiv continues with 
demonstrators apparently awaiting the return of the object of their anger – 
President Yanukovych – to Ukraine. And, although several Party of Regions 
Parliamentarians have recently expressed confidence that the protests will 
dissipate by next week, I would challenge them to spend at least an hour in the 



camp on Independence Square before making such claims. The Maidan is 
strengthening, and there are absolutely no signs of people dispersing voluntarily. 
On the contrary, the protesters seem increasingly organized and determined to 
achieve their goal of regime change. 
 
The determination of the people on Maidan is certainly admirable, but there is a 
downside also: this stand-off will not end soon. Yanukovych is an authoritarian 
who will not give up power without a fight. And for this reason Ukrainians need 
continuous and vocal support from the international community: constant visits 
by dignitaries (including both politicians and others – e.g. musicians), 
international news reporters on the ground in Kyiv, human rights monitoring 
missions – all of these are key to making sure Yanukovych thinks twice before 
giving orders to disperse the demonstrators, and to resort to violence and 
repression again. 
 
Ukraine needs international support – please don’t forget us in this long, but 
righteous stand-off! 
 
God help us! 
 
Mychailo Wynnyckyj PhD 
Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 
 
#26 
Mychailo Wynnyckyj’s EuroMaidan Diary  
Ukraine’s Revolution – Day 3 – Optics and Spin 
3 December 2013 
 
Today, Ukraine’s opposition suffered a setback: the confidence motion that they 
had demanded, did not gain enough votes in Parliament to force the resignation 
of Prime Minister Azarov’s government. After a series of carefully planned and 
scripted statements by the leaders of Ukraine’s five parliamentary parties, and a 
lengthy and emotional speech by Azarov, the motion received only 186 of the 
required 226 votes. 
 
At first it seemed that the motion would carry. News reports had claimed that 
Party of Regions deputies were defecting to the opposition in large numbers. 
Furthermore, Communist Party leader Petro Symonenko (the Party of Region’s 
coalition partner) began his speech with scathing criticism of the Azarov 
government, seemingly foreshadowing his faction’s support for the no confidence 
motion. But after 3 minutes, Symonenko suddenly turned his attention to the 
three opposition factions, stating outright that the wording of the bill that they 
had tabled which identified the government’s sudden about-face on EU 
integration as the reason for Parliament’s loss of confidence, was unacceptable to 
the Communists. Ukraine’s Communists have opposed the government’s pro-EU 
policy for years, and therefore could not accept the opposition’s formulation. 
Symonenko held up his own bill, signed by all 33 Communist Party 



Parliamentarians, which identified different reasons for firing Azarov, and asked 
the opposition to support his version. Batkivshchyna faction leader Arseniy 
Yatseniuk immediately stated that the opposition would support the 
Communists’ motion (swallowing its distaste). 
 
However, speaker Rybak called a vote on the original motion which the 
Communists did not support. When that vote failed, Rybak congratulated Azarov, 
and explained to those watching the proceedings that the Communists’ bill had 
not been previously registered on the Parliamentary docket, and according to the 
Rada’s procedure, it could not be introduced for a vote without first being printed 
and distributed to all deputies. The “optics” of this situation seem to suit both 
sides: the Communists can now argue to their supporters that although they did 
not actually vote for the resignation of the unpopular Azarov government, they 
actually proposed their own solution to the stand-off, but were denied by 
circumstances. On the other hand, the opposition can now blame both the 
Communists and Party of Regions (both equally unpopular in opposition 
constituencies) for their failure, and claim that they tried all options to have 
Azarov fired. “Optics” secured, the opposition politely blocked the Parliamentary 
roster, and Speaker Rybak quickly closed the proceedings. Meanwhile, according 
to Ukraine’s Constitution, a confidence vote can only be called once in a 
Parliamentary session, so Azarov’s government has de facto gained immunity 
until February when the legislature will re-open for its spring session. According 
to procedure, the government may now be only fired by the President. 
 
In any public event, and revolutions are no exception, the substance of what is 
said, or what occurs, is often less important than how it is presented and how it is 
viewed by one’s constituency. Campaign managers and press attaches call this 
“the optics” and “spin” – and these need to be managed very carefully given their 
influence on the public’s perception of an official or event. 
 
On Independence Square the optics of a well-organized machine have certainly 
been secured, and are probably real. Temperatures have dropped well below 
freezing, but ample supplies of food, clothing and firewood have been stocked, 
and musicians regularly keep the protesters entertained and moving. A website 
has been set up for people wanting to donate to the cause of Euromaidan and for 
visitors seeking help: http://supportmaidan.com. Accommodation and transport 
for those coming from the regions has been secured, and an impressive logistical 
machine seems to be in place. The perimeter of the camp is well secured by 
barricades and several TV channels have set up mobile broadcasting centers. 
 
Tonight, opposition leader Vitaliy Klitshko came to support the demonstrators 
together with his brother (another world heavyweight boxing champion), and his 
wife. She sang a popular folk song for the gathered crowds. The idea was clearly 
to demonstrate “closeness” to the demonstrators. A huge screen televised the 
event for all to see. 
 
But the skeptic in me asks whether the demonstrated “closeness” and support for 



the rank and file protestors who are not necessarily party supporters are genuine. 
Why were no lawyers or supporters dispatched by the opposition parties to the 
Shevchenko region courthouse, where supposed “organizers” of the Sunday 
evening violence in front of the Presidential Administration, were being tried and 
sentenced by the regime today? The government has moved with lightening 
speed to try these 9 young people – presenting highly suspect evidence, and often 
ignoring the fact that several of the accused have been so badly beaten that they 
cannot stand in court (one was barely conscious when his 2 month sentence was 
read out). However, because none of the accused are opposition party activists – 
each is simply a private citizen who happened to be in the wrong place at the 
wrong time – the party leaders apparently do not feel obliged to provide them 
with legal support. This fact has been widely condemned in social media, but it 
demonstrates whom the optics of the opposition leaders seem to be targeting: 
either a western audience, or their own party followers – all others are simply not 
their constituency. 
 
The issue of optics is even more blatant on the regime side. This morning, prior 
to the vote in Parliament, the Party of Regions staged a “protest” in the 
neighboring park, supposedly to demonstrate popular support for the Azarov 
governement. Busses of paid participants were brought in to Kyiv from Donetsk 
(many admitted on camera to being paid) to listen to Party of Regions speakers 
give speeches to TV cameras, ignoring the present audience. The stage was 
adorned with the slogan: “Kyiv is not just the capital of the opposition, Kyiv is the 
capital of our state” - printed in Russian. Donetsk regional and Russian national 
television broadcast this demonstration with commentary as to its being a 
“balance” to the opposition Euromaidan. The fact that several hundred paid 
participants is difficult to “balance” with 30-40 thousand opposition activists on 
the streets around Parliament is a moot point for those managing the optics. 
 
Party of Regions deputies Olena Bondarenko and Oleksandr Oliynyk have been 
particularly skillful at “spinning” the police violence that occurred on the 
weekend in their organization’s favor. Both have accused opposition leaders of 
disserting students on the Euromaidan during the early hours of Saturday 
morning. Apparently, it is the opposition that is responsible for the police 
beatings of the students because it was the opposition that organized their protest 
(which is not true, but facts are secondary when it comes to spin). Opposition 
leaders are on record as having suspected that violence could be in the regime’s 
plans already on Friday night, so the fact that they were not personally present on 
Independence Square with the students at 4am indicates that it is in fact the 
opposition that is to blame for the students’ being beaten by police. Logic is 
clearly not Bondarenko’s and Oliynyk’s forte, but they seem to be saying what 
their constituencies need to hear. Today Bondarenko and Minister of the Interior 
Zakharchenko visited a police hospital where “victims” of the riots in front of the 
Presidential Administration (wounded riot police) spoke of the horrors that they 
experienced. Clearly, none of the interviewed police mentioned beaten 
journalists… 
 



The epitome of spin and optics was the speech by Prime Minister Azarov in 
Parliament today. He began by meekly prostrating himself with an apology for 
the weekend violence, promising a full and balanced inquiry that will result in the 
prosecution of those responsible. However, his Minister of the Interior was 
noticeably not present at this time in Parliament (whereas all other ministers 
were), and none of his subordinates has yet to be charged, whereas opposition 
“organizers” have already been tried and sentenced… 
 
Within a few seconds after the apology, the Prime Minister’s tone changed, 
quickly becoming emotional and aggressive: he turned to the opposition parties, 
and demanded that the protesters that they apparently have mobilized cease their 
blockade of the Cabinet of Ministers building, and he assured all present that the 
state controls sufficient “power resources” to forcibly remove the blockade if 
necessary. This (not so) veiled threat was followed by a long tirade about the 
sorry state of the Ukrainian economy, which the Azarov government has been 
trying to stabilize, but has finally run out of steam because of the untenable gas 
prices that Ukraine is forced to pay monthly due to the deal with Russia signed in 
2009 by Yulia Tymoshenko. In other words, Azarov, yet again, placed all blame 
for Ukraine’s current economic problems on former Prime Minister Tymoshenko, 
who has been in jail for the past 2 years… 
 
Reading through my own text above, I realize that I have taken a somewhat 
sarcastic tone, but this is perhaps justified given the massive amount of evidently 
false information currently being circulated. This “revolution” is as much a war of 
information as a war of people. The internet is constantly filled with blatant 
disinformation aimed at either frightening protestors, or simply destabilizing the 
situation. Given that the regime has shown itself to be ready to use force, some 
false posts (e.g. videos of tanks moving towards Kyiv, reports of mobile water 
cannon on side streets around Independence Square, photos of riot police 
apparently camped around the city) are having an effect: the protestors’ resolve is 
not fading (if anything, they are becoming more determined to see the ouster of 
Yanukovych), but people have become edgy and worried about provocateurs, and 
possible attacks by the regime. 
 
On the other hand, Yanukovych’s supporters are clearly not as savvy as the 
protestors with respect to the use of technology. The Sunday night savage 
beatings of journalists by riot police have been well documented (to the chagrin 
of the authorities), and video has circulated around the world much faster than 
anyone in the Ukrainian government had expected. Ample evidence of police 
brutality has come into the public domain with lightning speed. 
 
Tonight, the most popular shares on Facebook are posts of photographs of 
documents issued by Ukraine’s Prosecutor General demanding that the rectors of 
Kyiv’s universities provide authorities with lists of students and faculty that took 
part in the student protests last week. If authorities had planned to frighten 
student activists with such demands, they failed. The result has been greater 
resolve, and outrage at the prospect of a Soviet-style crackdown on dissenting 



youth. 
 
One final point: it is unclear whether the people “spinning” information on both 
sides actually believe in what they are saying. After the failed vote today, some in 
the protest camp have started to grumble about a lack of plan as to what comes 
next. Opposition leaders never tire of repeating that they know what they are 
doing (although for obvious reasons they cannot always share their plans with 
everyone), but sometimes they fail to communicate this to their followers 
effectively. Just prior to the failed vote today, Yatseniuk aggressively told Azarov 
to resign or be swept away by the millions of Ukrainians currently rising against 
his government. The Prime Minister angrily retorted that he too (meaning also 
the President and Party of Regions) has millions of followers. Do Yatseniuk, 
Klitschko and Tiahnybok actually know how to lead an uprising of millions of 
citizens? Clearly most of their support originates from the center and west of the 
country, but can they expand their uprising to other regions? Can the regime of 
Yanukovych and Azarov still legitimately claim significant support in the east and 
south? Can/should these supporters be mobilized by appealing to ideas rather 
than wallets? 
 
All of the above remain open questions, and clearly the spin and optics of today’s 
events was targeted at testing the answers to some of them. Time will tell… 
 
In any case, we’ll have ample opportunities yet to observe how events unfold 
because the people on Kyiv’s Independence Square are not going anywhere soon. 
Nor does it look like the Yanukovych regime has any plans to capitulate soon. The 
stand-off continues. 
 
Keep warm! And God help us! 
 
Mychailo Wynnyckyj PhD 
Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 
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