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#1 
Mychailo Wynnyckyj’s EuroMaidan Diary 
Ukraine’s Revolution: The Regime Strikes Back 
Wednesday December 11 



 
During the very early hours of the morning of 11/12/13, several thousand riot 
police and Interior Ministry troops attacked the barricades set up 2 weeks ago by 
protestors around Kyiv’s Independence Square. According to official reports, 10 
police officers were injured. Obtaining an exact count of casualties from the 
protestors’ side is impossible, but it is safe to say that when the dust settles, 
numbers will number in the hundreds. 
 
As night turned to day, interior ministry troops attempted to storm Kyiv city hall. 
Three buses pulled up to the front doors of the building, but the troops inside 
were immediately blocked by a massive crowd. Protesters poured water from fire 
hoses through second floor windows onto the busses – in -10 degree Celsius 
weather. When two busses of police reinforcements attempted to pull up to the 
city hall building, a massive crowd of protesters blocked their path, and forced a 
retreat. 
 
At 10 am, several hundred interior ministry troops continued to maintain a 
cordon around the Trade Unions building where opposition leaders had 
previously set up their base of operations. The scene was surreal. On one side of 
the police cordon, several thousand people filled the square in front of the stage, 
from where the singer Ruslana continued to call for peaceful protest: “Every 
person on Maidan is responsible for Ukraine’s image in the world! Let them hear 
us – We are here!” On the other side of the police line, bumper-to-bumper busses 
blocked Kyiv’s main thoroughfare, providing cover for an almost empty street 
where city workers slowly removed one of the protesters’ make-shift barricades. 
Meanwhile, approximately 300 meters to the west, the tense face-off between 
crowds and riot police continued in front of the city hall building. 
 
At 10:07 the three busses with interior ministry troops retreated from their 
positions in front of city hall, pressured to do so by the peaceful crowd shouting 
“go home!” and “together we are a force”. At approximately the same time, at the 
other end of Khreshchatyk Street, the troops forming a police cordon separating 
Independence Square from the Trade Unions building also retreated into a line of 
busses lined bumper-to-bumper across the street in the place where protesters 
had previously set up a barricade. At 10:43 the busses began to pull away. Clearly 
the Interior Ministry troops are under orders to clear demonstrators only under 
the cover of darkness. 
 
At midnight last night it looked like the stand-off would continue peacefully for 
some time. The previous night, protestors were pushed back by police to their 
original barricades around the perimeter of Independence Square (established 
prior to last weekend’s mass demonstrations), and although they were regularly 
subjected to psychological warfare tactics, the Euromaidan looked like it would 
hold. During the day, the protestors were visited by dignitaries from both the EU 
and the US – a move that was officially censured by both the Russian Duma, and 
Russian Prime Minister Medvedev, as an act “intervention in the internal affairs” 
of Ukraine. Grandstanding, pressure tactics, and posturing seemed to be 



everyone’s preferred strategy. Few expected the regime to break the peace so 
soon, and certainly not at a time when Baroness Catherine Ashton and Assistant 
Secretary of State Victoria Nuland were in Kyiv. 
 
Yesterday, in a grand show of apparent “statesmanship”, Ukraine’s serving 
President met with his three predecessors in the presidential TV studio to discuss 
current events – with clearly prepared media messages delivered by each “round-
table” participant. The President promised to pressure prosecutors to release 
those arrested (for the duration of their prosecution) for apparently organizing 
the street riots in front of the Presidential Administration on Dec 1; the former 
Presidents suggested further concessions that Yanukovych might consider (e.g. 
prosecuting the Interior Minister, firing the Prime Minister, etc.) if “national 
round table” negotiations were in fact enjoined. Given last night’s police raid on 
the peaceful Euromaidan protests that now seems very unlikely. 
 
In a foreshadowing of future regime propaganda and spin tactics, yesterday I 
witnessed two large mobile advertisements (trailers pulled by SUV’s) moving 
through Kyiv’s rush hour traffic with billboards encouraging readers to log-on to 
www.myzamir.com (“we are for peace”). This website hosts a Russian-language 
condemnation of “violence by all sides” – an implied message that I’m convinced 
will be broadcast today from every media outlet still loyal to the regime: talking 
heads will claim that riot police are not the only ones to blame for the forceful 
clearing of the demonstrations. The regime’s aim now will be to manipulate (or at 
least neutralize) public support for the Euromaidan protests by instilling fear in 
some, and indifference in others. I doubt it will work in Kyiv, but whether this 
will be an effective tactic in the eastern and southern regions of the country 
remains an open question. 
 
Not surprisingly (and as predicted), in the wake of the Lenin statue incident on 
Sunday night, police presence on the streets of Kyiv increased yesterday. 
Although troop movements during the day caused significant stress (some would 
call it “panic”) on Independence Square – Klitschko even called for all women 
and children to leave the city center – no significant incidents of conflict with 
police occurred. The influx of Interior Ministry troops (not to be confused with 
“Berkut” riot police) was accompanied by an apparent “bomb scare” that resulted 
in the closing of 3 subway stations in the city center for several hours. No one in 
Kyiv really believed the bomb scare to be genuine – clearly this was a 
diversionary tactic aimed at minimizing a new influx of people onto 
Independence Square. 
 
As night fell Monday night, the interior ministry troops pushed back protestors 
and dismantled the make shift barricades in front of the Cabinet of Ministers 
building, and near the Presidential Administration. However, to their credit, both 
police and demonstrators were well behaved. Interior Ministry troops established 
a cordon 5-7 men deep that marched forward slowly in a manoeuver that 
resembled the movement of an ancient Greek/Roman phalanx. Although 
demonstrators attempted to resist the forward movement of police by pushing 



back, not a single projectile was thrown, and neither batons (on the police side), 
nor sticks (from the protestors) went into play. If one could ever imagine 
“civilized” crowd control, this would have been a good example. 
 
On Tuesday 10 December, Ukraine’s social media were filled with reports of 
touchingly humane interactions between police and demonstrators. Apparently, 
many of the young men on the police side are cold, hungry, and lonely: today, 
young ladies from the Euromaidan brought them hot tea, and sandwiches; in 
several spots, protestors moved their burning barrels closer to the police line, so 
that the men in uniform could feel a little warmth in the freezing temperatures. 
During the first days of the stand-off, when Kyiv-based police officers were 
deployed to control the crowds, individual officers who had previously served 
together were deliberately separated – apparently in this way commanders 
wanted to reduce the risk of defections from police ranks. 
 
During tonight’s attempt to remove the barricades around Independence Square, 
the Interior Ministry mobilized all available human assets. According to reliable 
reports, several local police stations around the city were left operating with 
skeletal staff because all available manpower was moved to the city center. If the 
influx of people from the regions into Kyiv that has been called for by opposition 
leaders in fact materializes (I have little doubt it will), the capital’s policing 
capacity will be overwhelmed, and given the lousy treatment that Interior 
Ministry troops receive from the regime, defections are likely. 
 
To an outsider, the tactics of the regime seem unbelievable and illogical. An 
article published on 5.12.2013 on liga.net (in Russian) by Vitaliy Portnikov, a 
highly respected journalist, provides some insight into the motives of the regime, 
and contrasts the worldview of Ukraine’s political elite with that of the 
demonstrators. Vitaliy metaphorically compares the psychology of a resident of 
Koncha Zaspa (a residential area outside of Kyiv where political and business 
leaders have built their mansions) with the worldview of a Euromaidan protestor. 
For the former, it is inconceivable that the current demonstrations could possibly 
be manned by unpaid crowds; logically for them, eventually, the organizers’ 
funding will end, and the crowds will disperse; riot police will only serve to 
accelerate this process. For the Euromaidan protestor, the very suggestion of a 
protest for money is repugnant; she stands on Independence Square at night in 
the freezing cold, not even for some ephemeral European ideal, but simply for her 
own personal dignity, and for the dignity of all the others around her. The 
regime’s claims that last night’s police operations were justified by court rulings 
ordering demonstrators to clear government buildings and traffic areas, and that 
in fact police were not violent, is an affront to that sense of dignity. 
 
The worldviews of the demonstrators are simply irreconcilable with the “values” 
of the current regime. More on this divide in future posts, but suffice it to say for 
now that more blood is yet to be shed before this is over. For now – keep warm, 
and stay tuned to Kyiv at night. The day belongs to the demonstrators; now we 
need to secure the night… 



 
God help us! 
 
Mychailo Wynnyckyj PhD 
Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 
 
#2 
Police Pull Out of Kiev Square After Move on Demonstrators 
by David M. Herszenhorn and Andrew E. Kramer 
New York Times, 11 December 2013 
 
KIEV, Ukraine — After a night of clashes with protesters in Independence Square, 
security forces appeared to pull back Wednesday from the central plaza in Kiev 
where demonstrators have been rallying against the government of President 
Viktor F. Yanukovich for more than two weeks. 
 
The police had taken control of a large section of the square and brought in front-
end loaders and other heavy equipment to clear it. But by 11 a.m., the police 
presence had dwindled and pedestrians were walking freely through the square. 
 
The interior minister, Vitaliy Zakharchenko, issued a statement on Wednesday 
saying the overnight crackdown was needed to ease traffic congestion in Kiev and 
promised that there would be no dispersal of the protesters in the square. 
 
“No one infringes on citizens’ rights to peaceful protests,” he said. “But we cannot 
ignore the rights and legal interests of other citizens.” 
 
He said the clearing of the streets was carried out in accordance with a court 
order. Many protesters had been calling for Mr. Zakharchenko’s dismissal after a 
bloody crackdown on demonstrators on Nov. 30. Although the police pushed 
forcefully through the crowd in the square early Wednesday, they did not use 
their truncheons and there was no repeat of the flagrant violence of two weeks 
ago. 
 
The effort to clear large parts of the main protest site overnight was a stinging 
rebuke to Western diplomats who thought they had received promises that force 
would not be used against peaceful demonstrators. 
 
Arseniy P. Yatsenyuk, the leader in Parliament of the opposition Fatherland Party 
and a main organizer of the protest movement, said the police action showed Mr. 
Yanukovich as dismissive of Western leaders, and Ukrainians. 
 
“He spit in the face of America, E.U. countries and 46 million Ukrainians,” Mr. 
Yatsenyuk said in remarks from the stage at Independence Square, where the 
sound system was still functioning on Wednesday. “We won’t forgive this.” 
 
Those officials were inevitably left wondering if they had miscalculated in urging 



leaders of the protests to negotiate with Mr. Yanukovich and in their own efforts 
to do so. 
The crackdown by the authorities came after a three-and-a-half-hour meeting 
between Mr. Yanukovich and Catherine Ashton, the European Union’s foreign 
policy chief. 
 
The diplomatic consequences became apparent almost immediately. “I was 
among you,” Ms. Ashton said in a statement on Wednesday morning. “The 
authorities did not need to act under the cover of night.” 
 
And in unusually strong language, Secretary of State John Kerry expressed the 
United States’ “disgust” with the authorities’ decision to use force. “This response 
is neither acceptable nor does it befit a democracy,” he said in a statement. 
 
He added: “As church bells ring tonight amidst the smoke in the streets of Kiev, 
the United States stands with the people of Ukraine. They deserve better.” 
 
Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland, who was in Kiev as the police action 
unfolded, visited Independence Square on Wednesday morning before heading to 
a meeting with Mr. Yanukovich. 
 
Hours after the Western diplomats arrived on Tuesday for meetings with the 
president in an effort to defuse both the country’s slide into political chaos and a 
deepening financial crisis, thousands of riot police officers and security troops 
fanned across Kiev, putting the Ukrainian capital in a virtual lockdown. 
 
Officers descending a slope past the Hotel Ukraina punched an opening through 
a barricade that protesters had heavily reinforced. Officers later winched a rope 
to the barrier and ripped it down entirely. Ice and slush on the streets added to 
the unfolding confusion as some officers slid into a confrontation with 
demonstrators, who chanted “Peaceful Protest! Peaceful Protest!” 
 
There were fights and shoving matches as officers pushed into the plaza from 
virtually all sides, taking up positions and blocking the crowd’s movements with 
interlocking shields. At least one of the tents or another makeshift structure 
erected by demonstrators caught fire. Officers in helmets pushed through the 
crowds with shields but did not use the truncheons hanging at their sides. 
 
As the security forces spread throughout the square, a large crowd of protesters 
brandishing sticks, clubs, metal rods and anything else they could find massed in 
front of the Trade Unions building, which leaders of the demonstration had 
turned into the headquarters of what they call the National Resistance. 
 
People first took to the streets nearly three weeks ago, in anger over Mr. 
Yanukovich’s sudden decision to scuttle far-reaching political and free-trade 
agreements with the European Union that had been in the works for more than a 
year and that he had promised to sign. 



 
The storming of the plaza was especially surprising because Tuesday had largely 
been a day of consultations and discussions among senior officials. The talks with 
Western diplomats had focused heavily on Ukraine’s acute financial troubles; a 
deepening cash crunch could leave the country broke within months. 
 
Along with Ms. Ashton, Ms. Nuland returned to Kiev after making a brief visit 
here last week and then traveling elsewhere in the region, including to Russia 
where she urged senior officials to help resolve the crisis in Ukraine. 
 
Mr. Yanukovich also met with the three former presidents of Ukraine, to begin 
what the government described as a process of “round table” discussions to 
resolve the crisis. 
By 3 a.m. Wednesday, witnesses said that the police had largely divided the 
crowd into sectors and had cleared a substantial portion of the plaza. They then 
stood in formation but did not appear to be making arrests. 
 
At one point, protesters in construction hats, bicycle helmets and other protective 
gear rushed toward the officers, with blows being landed by both sides. Burning 
barrels tipped over, sending up plumes of smoke. 
 
Roman Bakus, 30, had been standing in front of a long line of police officers in 
the embattled plaza and was knocked down by their advance. 
 
“Of course we are afraid, but we are all together,” said Mr. Bakus, who was 
wearing a bicycle helmet. “Of course we could lose, but we will achieve something 
anyway. We’ll stay here until the end. If we lose today, three times as many 
people will come out tomorrow.” 
 
At that, the crowd began singing the Ukrainian national anthem, and Mr. Bakus 
and others took off their helmets in salute. 
 
At least one man was on the ground, apparently unconscious. He was carried off 
by volunteer medics who came running with a stretcher. Throughout the 
occupation, protesters had established first aid stations, canteens, volunteer 
security forces and cleaning crews. 
 
They listened to speeches, danced to musical performances and gathered around 
fires to keep warm. 
Late on Tuesday night there were a series of intermittent blackouts — unusual for 
Kiev — that apparently foreshadowed the arrival of the riot police. 
 
Even before that, the continuing civic uprising had begun to take a toll on 
Ukraine’s already imperiled economy. Borrowing costs for Ukraine rose to their 
highest level in years on Tuesday and the central bank was forced to intervene to 
support the currency as investors fled from a country with its government under 
siege, no budget in place for next year and an increasingly acute need for a rescue 



package of as much as $18 billion. 
 
Ukraine remains caught in a tug of war between Europe and Russia, which are 
vying for political sway over the country’s future. Both are both deeply wary of 
putting up cash, however, given the uncertain political situation and Mr. 
Yanukovich’s long track record of playing East against West, most recently with 
his move on the accords. 
 
In rejecting the accords, Mr. Yanukovich said he could not accept conditions of 
an accompanying rescue package from the International Monetary Fund. He was 
also under heavy pressure from the Kremlin, which threatened draconian trade 
sanctions if Ukraine signed the trade pact with Europe. If Mr. Yanukovich 
thought he was making a clever maneuver, stringing along the European Union 
while he extracted a better deal from Russia, the plan exploded when protesters 
rushed into the streets. 
 
“Yanukovich was playing a game where he thought he could maneuver the E.U. 
and Russia to his benefit,” said Stephen Sestanovich, a Russia expert and a senior 
fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations. “The whole idea was to get both 
sides to pay.” 
 
Instead, he now has no deal with anyone. Russia has indicated some willingness 
to help, potentially with a combination of lower gas prices, the refinancing of 
existing debt and, perhaps, a small bridge loan, but not until the political turmoil 
has been resolved. 
 
A Russian deputy prime minister, Igor Shuvalov, said in New York on Tuesday 
that Mr. Yanukovich and President Vladimir V. Putin of Russia would meet again 
in a week. 
The possibility that Ukraine could be tipped back into Russia’s orbit has set 
Western officials scrambling, in part to put together a more palatable aid package 
that perhaps would persuade Mr. Yanukovich to reconsider signing the accords. 
 
Opposition leaders here said that they had received assurances in a meeting with 
European ambassadors that Western financial assistance was still available, and 
could serve as an alternative to a Russian bailout, though the talks remain 
preliminary. But there was no indication that the I.M.F. was softening its loan 
terms. 
 
Michael R. Gordon contributed reporting from Washington, Oksana 
Lyachynska from Kiev, and Richard Berry from Paris. 
 
#3 
Political Affairs Committee Concerned about Violent Escalation of the Crisis 
Council of Europe Website, 11 December 2013 
http://www.assembly.coe.int 
 



The Committee on Political Affairs and Democracy of the Council of Europe 
Parliamentary Assembly (PACE), meeting in Paris today, calls on all sides in 
Ukraine to refrain from any acts of violence and intimidation which will further 
undermine the stability of the country, including its democratic process. As a 
member State of the Council of Europe, sharing the values upheld by the 
organisation, Ukraine should fully respect European standards on freedom of 
assembly, expression and association. 
 
The committee expressed concern at the violent escalation of the crisis in Ukraine 
by all sides, in particular following yesterday’s intervention by special police 
forces and recent acts of intimidation by the police against one of the main 
opposition parties, as well as media outlets. 
 
It urges all sides to engage in political dialogue aiming at a peaceful resolution to 
the current crisis, and to pursue democratic reforms. 
 
The committee welcomes the Council of Europe Secretary General's initiative to 
set up an expert advisory panel to oversee the investigation into the violent 
incidents in Kyiv on 30 November and 1 December 2013. 
 
It calls on the Ukrainian authorities to ensure immediate access for the 
Parliamentary Assembly's monitoring co-rapporteurs to visit the country. At the 
same time, the Political Affairs Committee decided to set up an ad hoc sub-
committee on the situation in Ukraine, which should visit the country as soon as 
possible. 
 
#4 
Comments on Facebook Following Last Night’s Events 
11 December 2013 
 
Mikhail Minakov 
Faculty, Kyiv Mohyla Academy University 
 
The spirit on Maidan is high. President and the gang lose respect from the 
troopers. I had a conversation with a retreating Berkut officer who doudts if he 
and his guys will beat people again. From what i understand, he’d rather beat 
some criminals on Bankova street.  
 
Sophie Lambroschini 
Doctoral Student, Université Paris X Nanterre 
Expat in Kyiv 
 
Office workers, students, teachers, streamed to Independence square this 
morning- bypassing cordons of police - just hours after the assault by riot troops 
on tent camps and barricades during the night. Many were just stopping by to « 
express support » to the opposition before going on with their daily activities. 
Opposition die-hards in orange helmets and vests are cleaning up the main 



campsite, straightening tents and salvaging warm blankets, obviously preparing 
for another night out. I tried to enter the camp but a young man in a blue and 
yellow wig tells me “No women allowed in here. It’s for men only” When I ask 
why – he answers “It’s the new Sich”, referring to the Zaporozhian Sich, “the 
capital” of the 16th century Ukrainian Cossack lands set on fortified islands 
amidst the Dnipro rapids– both an identity heartland and ultimate strategic 
withdrawal point. Reportedly the Cossack Sich’ was open only to Cossack men, 
while women worked family farms nearby. On Maidan, mostly women are 
making the sandwiches  
Jokes aside, the tension is palpable and radicalization a real risk. 
 
Adrian Karatnycky 
Senior Fellow, Atlantic Council of the United States 
 
So, let's organize a military policing operation that looks like a full scale 
crackdown and shows the ugly face of the state in prime time in North America, 
but despite angering the people of Ukraine and calling upon ourselves the 
outrage of the world, we will actually stop and limit the action to removing 
barricades and tents in Kyiv. 
 
We will not explain what we are doing in advance, so that it looks and is 
interpreted by the world as a Pinochet like crackdown. 
 
I.e. we will get all the horrible publicity and condemnation for a full scale 
crackdown, but we will achieve nothing and will back down short of soing 
anything other than to enrage people, motivate further protests and and close 
the door to compromise. 
 
Brilliant! 
 
I just don't get it. 
 
It is as if people in his own circle are trying to destroy him, isolate him from the 
world, make him hated by Europe and the US, force him into dependence on 
Putin and drive him to desperate measures. 
 
Andreas Umland 
DAAD (Germany) Associate Professor 
Kyiv Mohyla Academy University 
 
When Will the EU End the Russian Bluff in Eastern Europe? 
The European public continues to misunderstand the core problem in Kyiv today. 
During the Cold War, in Western Germany, there was a saying that the key to 
German unity is deposited in Moscow. Here too: The EU needs to finally realize 
and adequately respond to the simple fact that the recent problems in its Eastern 
neighborhood have a lot to do with Moscow's intermingling. To be sure, they are 
not exclusively made in Russia; Yanukovych, Lukashenka, Sargsyan & Co. are no 



angels, and their fiefdoms peculiar creations. Yet, to large degree, Yanukovych 
behaves the way he does as the Kremlin has taken hostage hundreds of thousands 
of (especially Eastern) Ukrainians working in companies that produce for the 
Russian market. Moscow's plain message is: "You can do whatever you want, but 
if you go West, we will close our markets (take 'protective measures')." The pure 
fear of Russian retaliation among many Ukrainian industrial employees is now 
the main source of legitimacy of Yanukovych's faltering regime.  
 
The odd thing in that sad story is that Russia's by far largest trading partner is.... 
the EU! German, French, Italian etc. petro-euros are filling Russia's budget every 
month, and allow Putin's regime to exist and act as it does. Absurd: Russia is 
playing hard ball with an entity on which it itself depends. The EU lets this 
happen, and bemuses itself with largely meaningless mantras about the 
peacefulness of protest, observation of human rights, respect for the sovereign 
choice of each country, need for compromise and dialogue... Russia continues 
bluffing that it can shape the post-Soviet space although, in fact, Brussels has 
considerable leverage and a large unused potential to pressure Moscow. Will we 
ever see the EU getting real about its so-called Eastern Partnership? Is the EU 
actually a partner of the Ukrainians, Georgians, Moldovans etc.? How about the 
EU makes its European choice, and starts implementing European values not 
through pretentious lecturing, but through real actions? 
 
# 
Ukrainian Protest Project: Research and Analysis 
Facebook Page 
 
Our team of 20 canvassers - have been surveying since the 28th of November, for 
two hours a day. We have already completed 988 surveys (and they are on-going) 
and we have 5 focus groups set up with approximately 8-10 participants in each. 
Our goal is to expand the survey to other regional cities. If you can help with this 
please contact us. 
 
The main preliminary finding is that "social networks and NOT social media" 
seem to be central in mobilizing and connecting protest participants, and most 
certainly facilitating 'Ordinary Citizens' to join-in the protests.  
 
This is significant because the media and analysts are focusing on the "power of 
Facebook and Hashtags"! 
 
If you are going to use this finding please reference it accordingly: Onuch, 2013, 
Ukrainian Protest Project. BBC World Service "World Have Your Say" 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p01m4ycg . 
 
This research is linked to and will be referenced in Olga Onuch's book that is 
forthcoming with Palgrave MacMillan.  
"Mapping Mass Mobilizations: Understanding Revolutionary Moments in 
Argentina and Ukraine". 



 
#4 
Plans to Form Self-Defense Units in Lviv Region to Protect EuroMaidan 
Ukrainska pravda, 10 December 2013 
[translated by Nykolai Bilaniuk for UKL] 
 
The formation of self-defense units to protect the EuroMaidan has begun in Lviv 
region. 
 
This is being reported by Interfax-Ukraine, citing Lviv City Council secretary 
Wasyl Pavliuk. 
 
“A decision has been adopted to create self-defense units, in order to ensure that 
incidents such as that involving Oleh Panas [a participant in EuroMaidan who 
was detained—UKL] cannot be repeated” he said at a rally against the detention 
of the activist. 
 
Pavliuk elaborated that at the Lviv EuroMaidan there is a tent at which one can 
enroll in such a unit. 
 
According to him, the decision to form such units was approved at a meeting of 
the Lviv regional headquarters of the national resistance. 
 
“At the moment we are consulting the councils of neighbouring oblasts with a 
view to expanding this initiative,” said Pavliuk, adding that the nature of the units 
activities is still being discussed, but that their ranks will be filled mostly by 
retired military and security personnel. 
 
The above-mentioned rally was attended by several thousand people,most 
students from Lviv universities. 
 
The students are also planning to hold a flash mob in solidarity with the young 
people to suffered as a result of theactions of Berkut in Kyiv, and plan to picket 
the building of the main directorate of the Ministry of Internal Affairs in Lviv 
Oblast. 
 
#6 
Oligarchs Holds Key to Yanukovich’s Grip on Power 
by Neil Buckley and Roman Olearchyk 
Financial Times, 10 December 2013 
 
With thousands of citizens thronging Kiev’s streets, pitched against riot police 
and calling for the resignation of Ukraine’s president Viktor Yanukovich, 
Ukrainians residing in the UK have found a different target. 
 
They protested this weekend outside London’s ultra-chic One Hyde Park 
apartment building, where Ukraine’s richest man, Rinat Akhmetov, owns a 



£136.6m flat. They urged him to use his influence with the president – of whom 
Mr Akhmetov is seen as a close ally. 
 
“Akhmetov, discipline your pet Yanukovich!” they chanted. 
 
The scene was a reminder of the central role that Ukraine’s “oligarchs”, or 
politically connected billionaire businessmen, could play in resolving the 
country’s biggest political crisis since the 2004 Orange Revolution. On Monday 
evening, the stand-off appeared to be intensifying, with riot police encircling 
central Kiev and raising fears that a crackdown on anti-government protesters 
was imminent. 
 
Whether the oligarchs stick with Mr Yanukovich could determine if and for how 
long Ukraine’s president remains in power. In a worrying sign for him, there are 
indications that at least some share the protesters’ discontent at his fateful 
decision to back away from an integration agreement with the EU to instead 
rebuild stronger ties with Russia. 
 
The billionaires themselves have declined interview requests since the protests 
broke out. But the fact that oligarch-owned television stations, in recent years 
loyal to the president, appeared to have been allowed to cover the demonstrations 
objectively is seen as evidence some oligarchs may already be tacitly backing the 
protests. 
 
“The oligarchs are not loyal [to the president], but intimidated [by him],” said 
one businessman who works closely with Ukraine’s oligarchs. “Whenever [it 
becomes] possible they will jump” and switch support, he added. 
 
Analysts draw parallels with the Orange uprising, when certain oligarchs initially 
remained loyal to then-president Leonid Kuchma, and his chosen successor Mr 
Yanukovich. But when street protests peaked at about 1m people, they switched 
to the Orange leaders, Viktor Yushchenko and Yulia Tymoshenko. 
 
Ukraine’s politically tied billionaires command a far greater share of the country’s 
wealth than even Russia’s oligarchs. They have never been subjugated to the 
presidency to the extent Russian counterparts have by Vladimir Putin’s Kremlin. 
But many have been careful to stay on the right side of Mr Yanukovich since he 
was elected president in 2010. Mr Akhmetov, valued by Forbes at $15.4bn, is 
often photographed with the president at the $400m football stadium the 
oligarch built for the team he owns, Ukrainian league champions Shakhtar 
Donetsk. 
 
Several other businessmen, including Victor Pinchuk, a metals magnate, and Igor 
Kolomoisky, active in banking and mining, are also in the multibillion-dollar club, 
according to Forbes. Local media add Dmitry Firtash, a natural gas and chemicals 
magnate, to the list. 
 



Yet the oligarchs have increasingly been forced to coexist with an upstart group of 
officials and business people, widely nicknamed the “Family”, that has amassed 
significant economic interests since Mr Yanukovich took power. 
 
His son, Oleksandr, a former dentist, has emerged in recent years as one of the 
country’s top 100 richest and most influential businessmen, according to 
domestic media. Father and son have denied that the younger Mr Yanukovich’s 
business success has anything to do with his links to the president. 
 
The president himself enjoys a more lavish lifestyle than his predecessors, 
occupying part of a luxury estate at Mezhyhirya, 16km north of Kiev, something 
that rankles many Ukrainians. Mr Yanukovich has insisted he owns only a small 
part of the compound. 
 
Earlier this year another oligarch, Serhiy Klyuyev, announced he had invested in 
the Mezhyhirya estate, but as majority owner would allow the president to reside 
there. 
 
An increasing point of friction is that “Family” members appear to favour closer 
ties with Russia, even joining a Russian-led customs union of ex-Soviet states as 
Mr Putin is pressing Ukraine to do. 
 
While wary of damaging trade with Russia, Ukraine’s longer-established 
oligarchs favour an EU deal. That would allow them tariff-free access to the vast 
European single market, even if it would expose them to the full force of 
European competition. 
 
Several people who have spoken recently to Mr Akhmetov say the billionaire had 
calculated the impact of an EU deal. While there might be a short-term hit, in the 
long term it was better for his bottom line. 
 
“The oligarchs may not care so much about ‘European values’,” says one foreign 
diplomat, “but they see ‘European value’.” 
 
Analysts say Ukraine’s oligarchs also see a European deal as the best long-term 
protection for their property, and a way of polishing their reputations and 
entering the international business mainstream. 
 
While Ukraine’s oligarchs tend to shun collective action, the fear of losing that 
European option may have encouraged some of them individually to back the 
demonstrations. 
 
“The protests are financed by oligarchs. Today they don’t want Putin or the 
customs union and they are scared of the Family,” said Vadim Karasiov, director 
of Kiev’s Global Strategy Institute and a one-time adviser to President 
Yushchenko. “If Putin and the customs union win, then power is in the hands of 
the Family.” 



 
#7 
In Ukraine Protests, Young Jews are Marching with Ultranationalists 
by Talia Lavin 
Jewish Telegraphic Agency, 8 December 2013 
 
Talia Lavin is an intern at JTA. A recent Harvard graduate and aspiring 
novelist, she recently returned from a Fulbright grant in Ukraine, where she 
studied early 20th-century Hebrew literature. 
 
On the last evening in November, at least 31 protesters were taken into custody 
and dozens treated for injuries following a violent confrontation with Ukrainian 
police in Kiev’s Independence Square. 
 
But that wasn’t enough to intimidate the crowds who have occupied the  main 
square of the capital since Nov. 21. Thousands showed up the following morning, 
including a young woman carrying a 10-liter pot of fresh borscht to help the 
crowd through another cold day on the square. 
 
It was “like a carnival,” said Dmitri Gerasimov, 32, a Jewish klezmer musician 
who has taken part in the protests. “I didn’t feel any aggression in the crowd. It 
was like a public holiday.” 
 
The ongoing protests — known widely as EuroMaidan, after the Ukrainian name 
for the square in which they have taken place — were sparked initially by anger 
over President Viktor Yanukovych’s refusal to sign an agreement that would have 
deepened ties between Ukraine and the European Union. 
 
They have since blossomed into a full-blown movement seeking Yanukovych’s 
resignation, along with calls for an end to corruption and the “selective 
prosecution” that has landed opposition leaders in jail. The protesters also want a 
strengthened social safety net. 
 
A number of young Jews are involved in the protests, which have drawn together 
a diverse coalition of liberal youth and opposition party leaders, including 
members of the ultranationalist Svoboda (Freedom) party, whose leader, Oleh 
Tyahnybok, has freely trafficked anti-Semitic stereotypes. 
 
“If the nationalists are in favor of a regime change in the country, and I am also, 
then they won’t prevent me from going out into the Maidan with everyone and 
expressing my opinions,” Evgenia Talinovskaya told JTA. “The EuroMaidan 
movement is primarily identified with the educated youth. And Jewish youth in 
Ukraine primarily fall under that description.” 
 
While it is difficult to know how much support there is for the protest movement 
among young Ukrainian Jews, the country’s orientation toward Europe has 
proven a divisive issue within its Jewish community. Older Jews tend to be more 



fearful of Ukrainian nationalists, whose resentment of Russian influence has led 
them to support a more pro-Europe orientation. 
 
The community “is very split on the issue of the protests,” said Meylakh Sheykhet, 
Ukraine director for the Union of Councils for Jews in the Former Soviet Union. 
“Generally speaking, the young generation of Jews, just like other young 
Ukrainians, support this revolution. But the older generation of Ukrainian Jews, 
the ones who grew up and were educated in the Soviet system, they are not in 
support. They are very pro-Russian.” 
 
Right-wing parties such as Svoboda, which garnered 10 percent of the national 
vote in 2012 parliamentary elections to become the fourth-largest party in 
Ukraine, bristle at Russia’s influence over their country. They have embraced 
EuroMaidan despite the right-wing tendency, evident elsewhere in Europe, to 
resist the encroachment of the European Union. 
 
“Svoboda is an opposition party to the current regime, and they are supporting 
this trend because it goes against the current regime,” said Oxana Shevel, an 
associate professor of comparative politics at Tufts University. 
 
Ukrainian Jewish leaders have been unnerved by Svoboda, which it considers a 
threat to community security. The party’s use of anti-Semitic rhetoric also has 
prompted concern from the European Parliament. 
 
“We fear that this situation will get out of control,” Rabbi Pinchas Vishedski, head 
of the Jewish community organization in the eastern Ukrainian city of Donetsk, 
told JTA. “And when there is chaos, minorities will suffer, as our history tells us.” 
Other Jewish community officials, including the chief Chabad rabbi of Ukraine, 
Moshe Azman, have likewise condemned the protests as dangerous for the 
Jewish community. But those concerns have not been enough to keep Jews from 
joining the protest movement. 
 
After mass emigrations in the 1970s and 1990s, the Jewish community in 
Ukraine shows no signs of leaving. And for young Jews, investment in Ukraine’s 
future is a part of their identity. 
 
“I love Ukraine very much,” Talinovskaya said. “My parents are here, my friends 
are here, and I have no plans on emigrating, which means my children will be 
born here.” 
 
Other Jews active in EuroMaidan echoed her sentiments. 
 
Ahava (Anuta) Teslenko, a 29-year-old model and television personality, told JTA 
she considers her role in the movement “a demand of the soul and the mind” 
borne of the “necessity for an independent Ukraine.” And Gerasimov said 
EuroMaidan is a protest against a “Russian future” for the country. 
 



“Many Ukrainian Jews who considered themselves Jews first have left Ukraine 
already,” Sheykhet told JTA. “So those who stayed, and who now make up the 
majority of the Jewish presence in Ukraine, consider themselves Ukrainian first.” 
Anna Furman, 22, said being Jewish is no obstacle to her passionate involvement 
in the fight for Ukraine’s future. Like other young protesters, she believes a pro-
European orientation for Ukraine, and the reforms that will entail, will change 
her country for the better. 
 
“It’s important to note that healthy and informed nationalism entails support for 
the religious and cultural heritage of the people,” Furman told JTA. “What’s 
important is that this is the country we live in, and we are its citizens here and 
now. We can’t close our eyes to what’s happening around us.” 
 
“None of us think that joining the European association will magically make our 
lives perfect, like a fairy tale,” Talinovskaya said. “But we have to start 
somewhere.” 
 
#8 
Ukraine’s “Euromaidan” Through The Lens Of Russian Television  
by Claire Bigg  
RFE/RL, 9 December 2013 
 
Russia's state-run television channels are not known for their impartiality. 
 
Their coverage of the massive pro-European protests that have engulfed Ukraine 
is no exception, analysts say. 
 
Russian state television has been churning out what critics describe as misleading, 
at times downright odd reports since protests erupted almost two weeks ago in 
Ukraine against President Viktor Yanukovych's decision to walk away from a key 
association deal with the European Union. 
 
On December 8, as hundreds of thousands of angry demonstrators flooded Kyiv's 
Independence Square to call for the government's sacking -- felling a statue of 
Soviet leader Vladimir Lenin in the process -- Russia's Channel One reported that 
"only a few hundred people" had turned out and assured viewers that the protests 
were "dying out." 
 
Russian television reporters have spared no efforts to portray the protesters as a 
horde of hooligans funded by the West to topple Yanukovych and sow chaos in 
Ukraine. 
 
"State channels have been shifted into combat mode, it's particularly clear and 
striking this time," Aleksandr Melman, a television critic for the Russian daily 
"Moskovsky Komsomolets," says. "People have received their assignment and are 
trying hard because they understand that this is the Kremlin's uncompromising 
stance and that there cannot be any halftones or compromises." 



 
'We Love Russians, But...' 
 
In Ukraine, demonstrators are not amused. 
 
Ukrainian journalist Vitaly Sedyuk on December 8 interrupted Rossiya 24's live 
coverage from Independence Square to present the Russian channel -- and star 
anchor, Dmitry Kiselyov -- with an "Oscar" for broadcasting what he described as 
"nonsense and lies" about the mass protests. 
 
"Here's an Oscar for your channel and for Dmitry Kiselyov, for nonsense and lies 
in live broadcast," Sedyuk mocked. "We love Russians, but not how you are 
covering this." 
 
Rossiya 24's reporter, Artyom Kol, eventually succeeded in pushing Sedyuk out of 
the frame. 
 
Kol then proceeded to describe the crowd's chants of "Shame on you!" and "Tell 
the truth!" in Ukrainian as "propaganda" aimed at pressuring his channel into 
showing only positive coverage of the demonstrations. 
 
'Barbaric Dismemberment' 
 
Kiselyov, a top television personality who was tapped on December 9 to lead a 
new state-run media conglomerate, has been spearheading Russia's information 
campaign against the protests. 
 
"What Kiselyov has been up to over the past two weeks is a piece of work," 
Melman says. "Yesterday, he descended into complete lies and manipulation. 
Even Soviet propagandists did not allow themselves such comments. He is really 
an extreme case; others do it in a more acceptable manner. Channel One is a little 
more subtle." 
 
In a particularly vitriolic 20-minute report aired December 8 on the state-
controlled Rossiya 1 channel, Kiselyov described Ukrainian opposition leader and 
world heavyweight boxing champion Vitali Klitschko and his brother Vladimir as 
gay icons. 
 
He went on to explain how demonstrators camped out on Independence Square 
survived on warm lard heated on burn barrels and used "ancient African military 
techniques" against police. 
 
He also accused them of depriving law-abiding Kyiv residents of a proper 
Christmas by dismantling the giant artificial tree erected for the festive season. 
 
"The protesters barbarically dismembered the green beauty and used her to build 
barricades," Kiselyov said. "Under the slogan 'Ukraine is Europe,' life in central 



Kyiv is becoming more and more archaic." 
 
Just days before, Kiselyov had appeared in another television program in which 
he used footage from a Swedish children's series about bodily functions to 
disparage Europe and Ukraine's EU ambitions. 
 
He insisted that the children's program -- which features an orchestra of 
backsides dressed in hats, glasses, and ties -- showed "European values in all 
their glory" and charged that "early sex from the age of 9" was the norm in 
Sweden. 
 
'Tis The Season 
 
Kiselyov, however, doesn't hold a monopoly on bizarre coverage of the political 
turmoil in Ukraine. 
 
Rossiya 24 channel last week ran a whole segment in which weather forecaster 
Vadim Zavodchenkov blamed the demonstrations on the onset of winter, noting 
that the 2004 Orange Revolution also started at the time of year. 
 
"It isn't the first time that a sharp deterioration in the political climate in Ukraine 
coincides with the change in the seasons," Zavodchenkov said. "Maybe this is no 
coincidence. Scientists at Columbia University in the United States have put 
forward a bold theory: Bad weather incites people to conflict. And it appears that 
their Russian colleagues agree with them." 
 
Zavodchenkov advised the protesters to roll up their banners and go home for the 
sake of their health, warning of "a sharp rise in acute respiratory viral infections 
in Kyiv." 
 
#9 
Putin’s Latest Hunting Trip  
by Edward Lucas 
Wall Street Journal, 10 December 2013 
 
In the tussle for Russia's borderlands, Western leaders have missed no chance to 
show the Kremlin that they are not to be taken seriously.  
 
Mr. Lucas is the author of "Deception: The Untold Story of East-West Espionage 
Today" (Walker & Co., 2012) and "The New Cold War: Putin's Russia and the 
Threat to the West" (Palgrave Macmillan, 2009). 
 
The scenes from the Ukrainian capital are extraordinary: Lenin's statue toppled, 
hundreds of thousands of flag-waving protesters, police raids on media outlets 
and opposition parties. But they are a sideshow to the big picture: the collapse of 
the European Union's efforts to integrate its ex-Soviet neighbors in the face of an 
audacious bid by Vladimir Putin's ex-KGB regime to restore the Russian empire.  



 
The EU's expansion to the east was one of its greatest achievements. The 
countries that joined in 2004—the so-called EU-8 of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary and Slovenia—now represent 
some of the Continent's most striking success stories. Even the most grudging 
voices in "Old Europe" concede that the EU is stronger, not weaker, because of its 
new members.  
 
But that triumph was based on some particular circumstances. The EU offered 
genuine membership. These countries truly wanted to reform, modernize and 
integrate with the West. Their governments and people alike realized that joining 
the EU was the only way to do it. They were willing to instigate and accept tough 
reforms. And nobody was able to stop them.  
 
These advantages are absent in the countries of the "Eastern Partnership," the 
EU's ill-conceived plan to forge closer ties with Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, 
Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. These six countries are ill-assorted. Oil-rich 
Azerbaijan wants strategic ties with the West but has scores of political prisoners 
and tightly controlled media. Belarus has a marginally less bad human-rights 
record but hews to the Kremlin line in its foreign policy. Armenia has little love 
for Russia but depends on the Kremlin for survival against Azerbaijan. Georgia 
and Moldova are pro-Western but weak, small and vulnerable. And Ukraine is 
larger than all the others put together. 

They do have three things in common, none of them helpful. Their abilities to 
make deep reforms range from weak to nil. The EU does not want them as full 
members. And the Kremlin wants to keep them in its orbit. 

The result has been an unfolding disaster. The Eastern Partnership has gotten 
nowhere in Belarus. Azerbaijan said it wanted easy visas to the EU, but its 
government showed no desire to make political reforms. Armenia tried to engage 
but was swatted back into line by Russia and in September rejected the EU 
agreement. Last month, on the eve of the EU's summit in Lithuania, Ukrainian 
President Viktor Yanukovych suddenly announced that he was not going to sign 
up either. Russia was making him and his country an offer they could not refuse.  
The details of that offer are still unfolding. It appears to involve an emergency 
loan for Ukraine's stricken economy, one without the tough conditions, for 
instance high gas prices, that would be required in any deal with Western lenders 
such as the International Monetary Fund. It will involve some cheap gas, 
probably supplied through a murky but well-connected intermediary company. 
Russia will deploy its huge media resources, especially its television channels, 
which are widely watched in Ukraine, against the demonstrators and in favor of 
the Yanukovych regime.  
 
In return, Vladimir Putin will move Ukraine closer to the planned Eurasian 
Customs Union, the Russian president's pet project for extending Kremlin 
influence in the former empire.  
 



Those were the carrots for Kiev rejecting closer EU ties, but there were sticks, too. 
Ukraine is vulnerable to Russian economic sanctions, some of which Moscow had 
already imposed. Mr. Yanukovych's personal safety is a factor too: He is terrified 
of being poisoned and travels with an entourage of food-tasters and flunkeys, 
which would not disgrace the Byzantine imperial court. In 2004, opposition 
leader Viktor Yushchenko was poisoned with dioxin after challenging Kremlin 
influence in Ukraine. He lived—and became president—but was permanently 
disfigured. 

The EU cannot match that. It does not do death threats or bribes. It helps 
countries improve their intellectual-property laws and food-safety procedures. It 
demands proper elections, courts and media regulation, all anathema to the likes 
of Mr. Yanukovych, who thrives on rigged elections, propaganda machines and 
phony justice.  
 
The other benefits the EU offers are free trade, which brings a sharp competitive 
shock first and benefits later, and easier visas, which are of no interest to Mr. 
Yanukovych, who can travel wherever he wants. Having weighed up both sides' 
offers, the Ukrainian leader chose the one that offered him power and money: the 
Kremlin's.  
 
That decision left EU officials baffled. They do not understand people like Mr. 
Yanukovych and their feral approach to politics. Nor do they understand Russia. 
In the postmodern EU worldview, the idea that anything as ugly and old-
fashioned as a geopolitical tussle might be under way is unconscionable.  
 
They missed the fundamental point about Russian foreign policy: to feel secure, 
Moscow needs a geopolitical hinterland of countries that are economically weak 
and politically pliable. The EU's Eastern Partnership could make Russia's 
borderlands economically strong and politically secure. Therefore the 
Partnership must be destroyed.  
 
Yet even as the Vilnius summit was collapsing last month, some EU officials were 
still arguing that the way to solve the problem was through better communication 
with Russia. Some chose outright denial. Herman Van Rompuy, the president of 
the European Council, hailed the summit outcome, which involved a provisional 
deal with Moldova and Georgia, as a "historic victory."  
 
The EU's failure to deal properly with Ukraine is a scandal. It is no exaggeration 
to say that the country determines the long-term future of the entire former 
Soviet Union. If Ukraine adopts a Euro-Atlantic orientation, then the Putin 
regime and its satrapies are finished. The political, economic and cultural success 
of a large, Orthodox, industrialized ex-Soviet country would be the clearest signal 
possible to Russians that their thieving, thuggish, lying rulers are not making the 
country great, but holding it back.  
 



But if Ukraine falls into Russia's grip, then the outlook is bleak and dangerous. 
Not only will authoritarian crony capitalism have triumphed in the former Soviet 
Union, but Europe's own security will also be endangered. NATO is already 
struggling to protect the Baltic states and Poland from the integrated and 
increasingly impressive military forces of Russia and Belarus. Add Ukraine to 
that alliance, and a headache turns into a nightmare. 

Western leaders have missed no chance to show the Kremlin that they are not to 
be taken seriously. The EU has merely murmured when the Kremlin imposed 
trade sanctions on Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia and Lithuania. They have done 
little to make waverers in Ukraine think that Europe is to be counted on in a 
crisis. The belated diplomatic support that the Obama administration has given 
the EU in its eastern neighborhood is commendable. But it also highlights the 
shameful neglect of previous years. 
 
The best way Europe or America can help Ukraine—and Georgia and Moldova—is 
to take a much tougher stance with Russia. The EU may not want to play 
geopolitics. But geopolitics is being played in Europe, and EU interests and 
members are at stake.  
 
The EU should freeze Russia's request for visa-free travel for holders of "official" 
passports. America and EU countries should also freeze Russia's application to 
join the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, the Paris-
based good-governance club. The EU should intensify its scrutiny of Gazprom's 
behavior in the European gas market, and pursue its upcoming antitrust 
"complaint" (in effect a prosecution) against the Russian state-owned giant with 
the greatest vigor possible.  
 
It is time to show Mr. Putin that his hunting license in Russia's neighborhood is 
now canceled. Don't hold your breath.  
 
#10 
Saving Spiralling Ukraine From its Own President 
by Taras Kuzio 
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Alberta.	  

KYIV — In December 1991, Canada with its large Ukrainian diaspora was not 
surprisingly the first country to diplomatically recognize Ukraine as an 
independent state from the Soviet Union following a referendum endorsed by 
over 90 per cent of Ukrainians. While the country turned its back on the Soviet 
empire the legacies it inherited of divisions over national identity, integration and 
deep corruption remain omnipresent, and have now led to Ukraine’s greatest 
crisis since it became an independent nation. Once again, the country could use 
Canada’s support. 



 
Ukraine’s leadership triumvirate — President Viktor Yanukovych, Premier 
Nikolai Azarov and Parliamentary Chairman Volodymyr Rybak — were born in 
the late 1940s when Dictator Joseph Stalin ran the Soviet Union, and their 
hometown of Donetsk was still called Stalino. Although they today wear 
expensive suits and watches costing small fortunes they remain at heart Homo 
Sovieticus (Soviet People). 
 
That Yanukovych is a thuggish president willing to use police violence and 
vigilantes to get his way will come as no surprise to those who have followed his 
rise. During the transition to a market economy, Donetsk became, along with the 
Crimea, the most violent place to live in Ukraine. As the local governor, 
Yanukovych, who served two prison sentences in his youth, oversaw the 
emergence of a managed democracy and rapacious oligarchic elites who became 
his support base. 
 
Ukrainian-Canadians will remember holding placards half a century ago with 
slogans such as “Stop persecution!” outside Ottawa’s Soviet Embassy. It’s 
disheartening that we have not come very far. Today similar placards are being 
held in Kyiv by the post-Soviet younger generation. Ukraine has more political 
prisoners than the eight currently imprisoned in neighbouring authoritarian 
Belarus. 
 
Ukraine’s crises emerged when the government withdrew its support for 
European integration last month bringing hundreds of thousands of people on to 
the streets of Kyiv in what an EU official described as the biggest pro-European 
demonstrations since the Second World War. The pro-European sentiment on 
the Euro-Maydan square, the epicentre of the protests, encompasses four 
revolutions in one. 
 
The first revolution resembles the Arab Spring in the demand to be treated with 
dignity as European citizens. Ukrainian elites treat their people with contempt 
and Yanukovych is on record describing his own supporters as “morons” and his 
opponents as “kozly” (prison slang for bitches). 
 
The second is an anti-Soviet revolt of Ukraine’s middle class businesspeople, 
professionals and students who desire to live in a European country. Ukrainian 
patriots’ anger at the disrespect shown towards their culture and language has 
galvanized nationalism which was most visibly demonstrated in the toppling of 
Kyiv’s last monument to Soviet leader Vladimir Lenin. 
 
The third is anger at corruption and asset stripping by those in power. President 
Yanukovych’s three goals are to become the wealthiest, most powerful and 
indefinitely serving president. He lives in a private palace beyond his state salary 
that, as Alexander Motyl of Rutgers University wrote, “amounts to a nightmarish 
amalgam of nouveau riche kitsch, late Ottoman excess, Disneyland vulgarity and 
Donald Trump tastelessness.” 



 
President Yanukovych’s family friends have usurped government positions that 
control the budget and law enforcement and his eldest son, Oleksandr, a dentist 
by profession, has joined Ukraine’s top 100 wealthiest since his father came to 
power. 
 
Finally, neo-Soviet octogenarian Premier Azarov’s mishandling of the economy 
and finances has brought the country to the brink of collapse. Ukraine needs $15 
billion to $20 billion next year to cover gas imports and debt repayments. The 
funds can only come from the IMF or Russia, both of which would involve 
conditions that would bring unwanted consequences: a further reduction in the 
President’s popularity in the first case, or a loss of Ukrainian sovereignty in the 
latter. Joining Vladimir Putin’s Eurasian Union would be viewed by all shades of 
patriotic Ukrainians and Ukrainian-Canadians as the country’s Anschluss into a 
new Soviet Union and would open the path to massive civil strife. 
 
Ukraine’s political, economic and financial crisis is spiralling out of control. Yet, 
as former Polish President and EU negotiator Aleksandr Kwasniewski has said, 
President Yanukovych has no visible strategy to get it under control. 
 
The question is no longer if Yanukovych can win re-election in 2015 but whether 
he will survive 2014 and if in clinging on to power he will drag the country down 
with him. 
 
These factors taken together represent the biggest crisis facing Ukraine since it 
became an independent state. Canada can once again play a leading role in aiding 
Ukraine at a pivotal moment, this time by seeking to mediate and save the 
country from its own president. 
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An improvised “tent city,” daytime and nightime sit-ins organised on 
Independence Square (Maïdan), public buildings transformed into areas where 
demonstrators can rest and eat, the main sites of government — Presidential 
administration, Cabinet of Ministers — paralyzed, these are the images that are 
reaching us today from Kyïv (Kiev). 
 
The decision by the Ukrainian government to suspend the association process 
with the European Union has thus launched a new cycle of mobilisation. Tens of 



thousands of Ukrainians went to the street, on November 24, all over the country, 
despite the regional and linguistic cleavages between the South-East and the 
Center-Ouest, to express their European aspirations. A week later, there were 
already hundreds of thousands on the Maïdan square. 
 
Parallels with the “Orange Revolution” 
 
This pro-European mobilisation, rapidely baptized “Euro-Revolution”, largely 
resembles the great popular movement of Fall 2004, known as the “Orange 
Revolution,” which allowed, after a month of contestation over the official results 
of the presidential election, political change favoring the opposition candidate 
Viktor Iouchtchenko. Although the change of government led to more pluralism, 
the new team in power quickly disappointed citizens, with its inability to 
fundamentally reform the old system, in particular in giving up in addressing 
corruption or separating political life from economic interests. 
 
The main oligarchic actors from the Leonid Kuchma era—who controlled the 
state between 1994 and 2004—were thus able to preserve their economic 
positions and acquire new political functions, through elections or appointments, 
allowing them to promote their corporate interests. It is the Donetsk group, 
represented by the Party of Regions, which came out the winner of this policy of 
reconciliation with the oligarchs. Its leader Viktor Yanukovych came back to 
power, in a context of deep divisions within the former “Orange” team, first as 
Prime Minister (2006-2007), and then as President (since January 2010). The 
street demonstrators today demand his resignation, as well as that of his 
government. 
 
The Euro-Revolution resembles the 2004 social movement by the scope of its 
civic participation, which far exceeds the hard core of activists mobilised by 
political parties, but also by its peaceful nature and, finally, by the decisive 
commitment of the youth, in particular students, who cease to go to classes and 
massively engage in protests. The repertoire of protest acts are also the same: a 
tent city on Maïdan, a succession of meetings and concerts to sustain the 
determination of demonstrators. Finally, Moscow’s reaction to these popular 
movements is the same. 
 
In 2004, President Vladimir Putin openly expresses his support of Viktor 
Yanukovych, then seeking to succeed the outgoing President, dismisses any 
allegation of electoral fraud et denies the legitimacy of street grievances. For him, 
the “Orange Revolution” is nothing but a coup d’État financed from abroad. Mr 
Putin calls the mobilisation currently in progress in Kyïv a “pogrom.” The 
Russian media, under the tight control of the Kremlin, is also contributing in 
discrediting the movement, in minimizing its scope or in presenting its 
participants as marginals paid to overthrow the regime. This biased coverage of 
events in Kyïv belongs to the usual arsenal of measures deployed the Kremlin to 
prevent its neighbors from getting closer to the European Union and which 
includes, in the Ukrainian case, threats to raise the price of gas supplies from 



Russia, and even to institute a visa regime. These violent reactions by Moscow are 
incidentally fueling rumours in Kyïv regarding the looming introduction in 
Ukraine of Russian anti-riot units ready to suppress the revolution in progress. 
 
Absence of a Single Leader 
 
The Euro-Revolution is however distinct from the 2004 mobilisation. In spite of 
its appearance of spontaneous population revolt, the “Orange Revolution” had 
been carefully prepared by the opposition, and followed large demonstrations 
held in Kyïv and the regions. The 2013 mobilisation, by contrast, takes the form 
of a civic movement. It began with independent journalists and civil society 
activists who, via social media, called for a gathering on Maïdan on the evening of 
November 21, in reaction to the announcement to suspend the association 
process. This announcement took by surprise the opposition leaders, who only 
followed the civic mobilisation on Twitter, before being able, later on, to take over 
the initiative and ensure its logistics. 
 
The 2013 mobilisation is also distinct by the absence of a single leader. Indeed, 
while the “Orange Revolution” coalesced around the candidacy of Viktor 
Yushchenko, the Euro-Revolution is brought forward by a more disorganized 
coalition of three political formations. Its leaders — Arseniy Yatseniuk 
(Batkivshchyna, party of former Prime Minister Ioulia Timoshenko, currently in 
prison), Vitalii Klitschko (Oudar), and Oleh Tyahnibok (Svoboda) — have chosen 
to put aside their ideological and political differences in order to coordinate their 
efforts in parliament and in the streets and to oppose together the Yanukovych 
regime. 
 
Besides them can also be seen former Interior Minister Yuri Lutsenko. Arbitrarily 
arrested at the end of 2010, condemned in early 2012 to four years in jail for 
abuse of power, he received a presidential pardon in May following the efforts of 
the mediation commission of the European parliament. He makes available his 
protest know-how to the mobilisation, as a former official in charge of the 
Maïdan events in 2004. This plurality of leaders and headquarters makes it 
harder to control the mobilisation and to prevent getting out of hand occasionally, 
as happened on December 1 in clashes between the police and demonstrators-
agents provocateurs near the Presidential Administration and the Lenin 
monument.  
 
With the absence of a leader, what unites Ukrainians in the street are grievances. 
The prospect of joining Europe, which implies in their eyes a certain economy 
prosperity, but mostly a consolidated democracy and a state respectful of the 
rights of citizens, is what impelled them to join the movement. This pro-
European mobilisation has, however, been transformer, since the Vilnius Summit, 
into a real protest movement against government officials, against their political 
choice of favoring Russia, but also against their practices, such as favoritism, 
cronyism around the Yanukovych family, pervasive corruption or police 
arbitrariness. Emotional reactions of anger and indignation, following the violent 



dispersal, on Novemner 30 at 4 AM, of young demonstrators on Maïdan had the 
effect of mobilising even those who kept on the sidelines. This state violence 
against protesters is also what distinguishes the 2004 and 2013 movements. 
 
Steady Street Pressure 
 
The question is where will this Euro-Revolution lead to. The peaceful outcume of 
the “Orange Revolution” had a lot to do with the capacity of political elites to 
negotiate, under street pressure, an institutional compromise. The decision by 
the Supreme Court in December 2004 opened the way to the organisation of a 
third round of presidential election. The chances of an institutional solution seem 
more remote today, parliament (Rada), where the opposition has only 168 seats 
out of 450, having declined to support a non-confidence vote. Moreover, Viktor 
Yanukovych, who is seeking reelection in 2015, is little inclined to make 
concessions due to the fortune that he has amassed and may lose in case the 
opposition comes to power, not to mention the court indictments that could be 
issued against him. It is only a continuous and peaceful street pressure that could 
impel him to come to the negotiating table. 
 
In this respect, the three opposition leaders can count, once more, on a real trust 
from the citizens. One can only hope that they will disappoint them, as their 
predecessors did after 2004, bringing a state of profound disillusion in society 
and mistrust towards the political process. One can finally hope that the 
European Union will also be able to match the expectations of Ukrainians. 
 
#12 
Ukraine’s Choices 
by David Marples 
Open Democracy, 9 December 2013 
http://www.opendemocracy.net/od-russia/david-marples/ukraine’s-choices 
 
David Marples is Distinguished University Professor in the Department of 
History and Classics, University of Alberta, Canada. Author of 13 books, he is 
also President of the North American Association for Belarusian Studies. 
 
Many analysts and editorial writers have perceived the protests in Kyiv’s Maidan 
and elsewhere as a sign that the population is weary of the lack of progress in 
recent years and now wishes to force the issue: finally, to move Ukraine from the 
old and worn subordination to Russia to the freedom of Europe. The reasons 
provided are usually along the lines of: for a better future, to live like Europeans 
do, or to experience real democracy.  
 
The protests were fuelled above all by three events:  
 
(i) President Viktor Yanukovych’s decision not to sign the Association Agreement 
with the EU at the Vilnius summit in late November;  
 



(ii) the violent crackdown on peaceful protesters in the early hours of 1 December, 
an event that brought back memories of the post-presidentialelection campaign 
events in Minsk three years ago;  
 
(iii) and lastly, Yanukovych’s sudden meeting with Vladimir Putin in Moscow on 
9 November (they met again at Sochi on 6 December), which suggested that he 
had made a decision to bring Ukraine into the Customs Union with Russia, 
Kazakhstan, and Belarus.  
 
In truth, Yanukovych and his Prime Minister Mykola Azarov have behaved badly 
and foolishly. The former appeared to be keeping all his options open until the 
last possible moment, in the belief that more could be achieved from the deal. 
Both underestimated the enthusiasm and commitment of protesters who could 
assemble through social networking links, leading the puzzled Putin to suggest 
that they had been organised and funded by European powers. They were 
without doubt less spontaneous than they appeared, but they were genuine and 
resulted from undisguised anger and a concern not to repeat the failures of the 
Orange protests of 2004.  
Underlying realities  
 
But these publicised events conceal a much deeper and more complex situation 
that embraces both politics and economics. Let us look at both in turn.  
 
Ukraine’s political dilemmas have existed since 1991, when the decision was 
made to elect a national president. Over time, the authority of the president has 
been enhanced and that of parliament and the courts reduced. Under 
Yanukovych—and to some extent also under his predecessors—the election of the 
president was dependent on the financial support of businessmen, more 
frequently termed oligarchs.  
 
There are several such figures in Ukraine, but by far the most powerful is Rinat 
Akhmetov, who is reported to have a fortune exceeding $15 billion. Others 
include Dmytro Firtash, Viktor Pinchuk, Igor Kolomoisky, and Petro Poroshenko. 
They have vested interests in controlling sectors of the Ukrainian economy and 
keeping links open with the European Union, in which countries they have 
extensive commitments. Politically they lack strong leanings, though Akhmetov 
has generally remained loyal to Yanukovych and has been a member of Regions 
Party from its early years. Akhmetov owns Shakhtyar Donetsk football team and 
he and Yanukovych were frequently seen together during the showpiece Euro-
2012 matches there.  
 
The financial influence of these figures can hardly be underestimated. The richest 
four, according to Forbes magazine, accounted for 12% of Ukraine’s national 
output in 2012. Their reasons for supporting Europe are essentially selfish or, put 
more politely, matters of expediency. Closer ties to Russian could threaten their 
regional and international empires.  
 



The opposition  
 
By contrast the leaders of the opposition are rather ineffectual personalities.Yulia 
Tymoshenko, the exception, remains confined, serving a seven-year prison 
sentence. Former Minister of the Interior Yurii Lutsenko, who was released from 
jail earlier this year, has made radical pronouncements, but does not have the 
makings of a national leader. Udar [Ukrainian Democratic Alliance for Reform, 
Rn. punch] leader and former world boxing Champion Vladimir Klitschko has the 
appearance of one, but lacks experience. Interim leader of Batkivshchyna 
[Fatherland], Arseniy Yatsenyuk, has an impressive ministerial background 
(Minister of Economy and Minister of Foreign Affairs), but he lacks the charisma 
of a revolutionary or national leader. 
 
Two consequences have been notable. One is the peripheral influence of 
opposition leaders in the protests. The other is the occasional hijacking of the 
protests by more extremist elements that would be only too happy to see violence 
ensue. The presence of Svoboda [Freedom] leader, Oleh Tyahnybok, who was 
expelled from former president Viktor Yushchenko’s Our Ukraine party in 2004 
for his extreme right views, adds another element of unpredictability to the 
equation.  
 
Leaderless revolutions generally fail. One can cite the mass protests of 1848 in 
Europe or the 1917 February Revolution in Russia that ended the monarchy. In 
the former case, there were fears among the middle classes that more 
revolutionary elements would take over; in the latter frustration with the newly 
formed Provisional Government’s failure to take decisive steps to resolve the 
issue of land and Russia’s participation in the First World War.  
 
The options 
 
In Ukraine’s case, the problem is more structural. What would be the ideal 
outcome for the demonstrators in the Maidan? None of the major alternatives, 
frankly, looks very attractive. The possibilities would seem to be as follows (the 
list is not definitive):  
 
(i) End the authority of the president, force his resignation, and change the 
constitution to empower the parliament, following the example of countries such 
as Estonia. This idea contains the innate flaw that the Regions Party controls the 
current parliament. Not only would it retain the status quo but it would also in 
theory allow Yanukovych to see reelection in 2015 through the parliament 
without going to the country—where he would likely be defeated. Linked to this 
demand is the punishment of those responsible for beating and detaining 
demonstrators and the release of those arrested.  
 
(ii) Call early elections or hold a referendum on the issue of signing the 
Association Agreement. The idea seems logical, yet the results would only deepen 
the fissures already present in the country. They would be unlikely to produce a 



decisive result, partly because although most of Ukraine’s regions might support 
a move to the EU, the opponents live in the most heavily populated industrial 
parts of the east and south (see, for example, my article on what Ukrainians 
want).  
 
(iii) Join the Customs Union. This option is unworkable. Even today, the Customs 
Union is fraught with disputes between its members prior to the formal creation 
of the Eurasian Union in 2015. Neither Kazakhstan nor Belarus is happy with the 
current demands of Russia. While in theory the addition of Ukraine might 
strengthen the Union, in fact such dissension would likely increase. The Customs 
Union is not a partnership of equals, and it is more about politics than enhancing 
the respective economies.  
 
(iv) Sign the Association Agreement in the immediate future. Ironically, despite 
his duplicity and insincerity, Yanukovych made a valid point when he stated that 
the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement might not be the best deal 
for Ukraine.  
 
Ukraine has massive debts (over $15 billion), and a GDP that will not rise more 
than 0.3% in 2013. In a recent survey, reported by Arka news agency, Ukraine 
was ranked the 99th best country in the world with which to do business, mainly 
because of high levels of corruption. Another prospective AA affiliate, Georgia, 
ranked 55th. Ukraine also has the lowest rate of national increase of its 
population in the world. It would be signing the AA as a country in serious need 
of economic aid, but with little will to make further sacrifices. Its ailing steel 
industry might be the first casualty. Its factories do not meet European standards, 
and the goods produced nationally would be far less competitive in an open 
European market. In short, Ukraine is not ready to join the EU and perhaps more 
to the point, the EU most likely would not survive Kyiv’s membership in the 
Union. The mythical vision of the EU as some sort of miracle cure for the 
Ukrainian patient is a delusion of many; the reality is that Brussels itself has 
recently alighted from its hospital bed and could return there if it catches another 
chill.  
 
The way forward  
 
Is there a solution for the current crisis, given that one attempt to bring down the 
government through Parliament has failed? The answer might lie within i.e. the 
need for some sort of alliance between what might be termed ‘progressive forces’ 
of the country on different side. In short, some sort of coalition that could replace 
the current predominance of the Regions in parliament prior to the next 
presidential elections in 2015. This coalition could make trade, or other, deals 
with Europe or other partners. Conceivably, it would be in a better position to 
make a request for a new loan from the IMF, which is unlikely to deal further 
with the present leaders. A coalition regime might operate beyond or around the 
current political structure, but it would need to replace the current authority of 
the Regions Party, which is self-serving and avaricious, and has no real interest in 



the future of Ukraine. But it would also need to steer clear of extremist elements. 
 
Above all, the Ukrainian state, which has been in existence for 22 years, needs to 
assert itself and its own interests rather than perceiving its future as a choice 
between two diametrically opposed blocs. Frankly, there was no such option in 
the first place. The EU is not planning to expand further in the near future; and 
Russia has little to offer from close integration, other than the role less of an elder 
brother than a school bully. In fairness, the remark should be directed at the 
leadership in Moscow rather than Russians as a whole, many of whom protested 
against Putin during the 2012 elections in numbers similar to those in the 
Maidan.  
 
The Maidan demonstrations are impressive in size and commitment, but the 
reality is that an emerging nation is very much like a child: it needs to stand on its 
own feet before deciding on a future career or lifestyle. There is no Nelson 
Mandela in Ukrainian politics, but there is sufficient experience and financial 
acumen to determine an individual path that is not dependent on the whims of 
Moscow or Brussels. The alternatives are simply much too bleak. 
 
#13 
A President’s Trap 
Is There A Way Out of the Crisis in Ukraine? Roundtable Discussion at Harvard 
by Oxana Shevel, Tufts University 
Novoe vremiia (Moscow), 9 December 2013 
[translated by Lisa Koriouchkina for UKL] 
 
[Oxana Shevel is reporting on a seminar that was held at the Harvard Ukrainian 
Research Institute on December 2. The event (“Ukrainian in Transition and 
Turmoil”) featured presentations by Margareta Balmaceda, Tim Colton and 
Shevel –UKL] 
 
Kyiv’s decision to reject an agreement on free trade association with the 
European Union has come as a big surprise for many. However, according to 
professor Margarita Balmaceda of Seton Hall U, it is not the first time that 
Ukraine has backed out of an agreement with EU that Russia vehemently dislikes.  
Viktor Yanukovych refers to Russia’s economic pressures and relative paucity of 
EU promises as a justification for his decision. But what are the real reasons 
behind his rejection of Euro-integration?  
 
Yanukovych did not allow his biggest political foe Yulia Tymoshenko, who is 
currently in prison, to pursue medical treatment abroad. Stipulation of her 
therapy was one of the main conditions for the agreement. Nevertheless, several 
days prior to the Vilnius Summit, upon hearing about Ukraine’s rejection of the 
Brussels’ proposition, the Europeans had softened their position and agreed to 
proceed regardless of Tymoshenko’s fate.  
 



At the last moment, Yanukovych demanded that the EU pays $160bln as a 
financial aid. These billions of dollars were not only unjustifiably excessive but 
were the biggest surprise for Brussels given that negotiations about the 
association had been going on for several years and, according to officials in 
Brussels, this money had never been mentioned even once.  
 
Lastly, Russia’s political pressure on Ukraine and a trading war that Moscow 
initiated and that had impacted levels of Ukrainian import have definitely played 
a role in Kyiv’s decision to reject the Euro-integration agreement. Nevertheless, a 
straightforward answer about an extent of Russia’s influence on this decision is 
hard to give.  
 
According to Timothy Colton of Harvard U, Russia lost its chance to improve a 
relationship with Yanukovych in 2010. Despite Ukraine’s refusal to join NATO 
and an extension to the Black Sea Fleet presence in Crimea, Moscow refused to 
lower gas prices. And unlike the Yeltsin’s administration, Putin’s cabinet 
conducts its business on Ukrainian matters behind closed doors. The relationship 
between Ukraine and Russia has become less transparent than the relationship 
between Russia and the USA. At the moment, all decisions regarding Ukraine are 
President Putin’s personal prerogative. And it is hard to guess what motivates 
him on this matter. But one thing is clear: in the Russian political camp there is 
no unanimous agreement on an extent to which efforts are taken to keep Ukraine 
under Russian influence (“Ukrainophiles” traditionally appeal to ideological and 
cultural reasons; their opponents refer to economics). Nevertheless, Putin might 
have his own take on this problem as well. As Colton mentioned, after 2010, 
Putin decided that any economic agreements with Ukraine should be conducted 
within the context of the Customs Union, founded in 2009. Today, the Customs 
Union is Putin’s central idea. It is not clear who persuaded the President of its 
significance but most likely it was either Dmitry Rogozin who oversees the 
Military-Industrial Complex or Sergei Glazyev, Putin’s economic advisor.  
 
Yet, Putin has not achieved what he wanted: Yanukovych did not promise him 
that Ukraine joins the Customs Union and continues to entertain a possibility of 
joining the EU association. Given the latest developments in Kyiv, a possibility of 
Ukraine joining the Customs Union remains open.  
 
It is quite likely that during secret negotiations between Putin and Yanukovych 
prior to the decision about halting Euro-Integration negotiations, the Russian 
President made a very generous offer that satisfied economic interests of the 
entire “Family”, i.e., a number of people personally and economically connected 
to Yanukovych, and  of the pro-Russian lobby inside the Party of the Regions. In 
the end, this coalition prevailed over the pro-European lobby of the Yanukovych’s 
party.  
 
On November 21st, Kyiv announced its rejection of the Euro-Integration. Mass 
protests in Kyiv and a number of Western Ukrainian cities started on that very 
same day. However, protesters’ goals changed as the police brutally dispersed 



hundreds of young protesters who were spending the night of November 30th at 
the Maidan. Protests became more radical. Calls for “Revolution” were heard.  
 
On December 3rd, 9 protesters who were allegedly responsible for riots outside 
the Presidential Administration building stood trial in Kyiv. It is still unclear who 
was responsible for attacks on police on Bankova Street. Most likely, pro-
nationalist extremists and other radicals were behind those events. Yet, random 
pedestrians, brutally beaten by police, were the ones who faced “justice”. The 
detainees were not allowed to contact relatives and lawyers, and on December 5th 
they were sentenced to two months in prison. If they are found guilty of calls for 
mass disturbances, they could face 5-8 year prison sentences.  
 
The Crisis 
 
The entire power apparatus including Yanukovych carries on as if nothing 
extraordinary is taking place. They behave as if police brutality would be 
investigated and pursued by the courts, and work on the EU agreement would 
continue as soon as a consensus on its conditions is reached. As if once it happens, 
it will be signed. 
 
Yet, all the round table participants at Harvard agreed that this solution that 
presumes the slow dissipation of protests is nearly impossible: protesters do not 
consent to leave the streets and are not accepting the status quo. Indeed, 
Yanukovych could have pursued a more peaceful scenario by sacrificing several 
key figures from among his close allies (for example, by dismissing the head of 
the Ministry of Internal Affairs Zaharchenko or even Prime Minister Azarov). But 
aside from the head of the Kyiv police who was laid off, nobody from the official 
administration has been fired. Also, there is no official investigation of police 
brutality. Yanukovych and Azarov deny having anything to do with the events at 
the Maidan and do not acknowledge their responsibility. 
 
According to the round table participants, if some deputies from the Party of 
Regions were to join the opposition in order to form the parliamentary majority 
and to have Azarov’s dismissed, this would offer the best and most peaceful 
resolution to the crisis. The Party of Regions is fairly shapeless and is based on 
regional identity and personal allegiance to oligarchic clans who are frequently at 
war with each other. And indeed, shortly after some deputies from the Party of 
Regions joined the Opposition following a particularly brutal beating of students, 
this scenario seemed almost realistic.  
 
Nevertheless, the voting in the Rada on December 3 on the matter of government 
distrust failed thereby squashing any possibility of this peaceful scenario.  
 
Solutions and Threats 
 
It seems that Ukraine is on a way towards a protracted and dangerous faceoff 
between the Maidan and the authorities. It can take weeks, if not months, to 



resolve it. It might even continue until the Presidential Elections in 2015. And if 
the crisis is not resolved by then, one could expect serious public mobilization 
against Yanukovych.  
 
Given that the authorities have not shown any desire for a compromise with the 
opposition, one cannot exclude a possibility of a more violent resolution. 
Yanukovych could use military force to expel protesters from Maidan. However, 
this would create an illusion of victory that would lead towards the international 
isolation of Yanukovych’s administration and could cause mass protests in the 
capital and other parts of the country.  
 
Will Yanukovych agree to the use of force? Will his orders be carried out? Could 
he remain the President if blood is shed on his watch? 
 
A constitutional reform and a switch to aParliamentary-Presidential model of 
government could be the best solution to the Ukrainian crisis. Yanukovych would 
remain the President until 2015 yet his authority would be restricted. Back in 
2004, a similar constitutional decision resolved the political crisis and ended the 
“Orange Revolution”. A return to the Parliamentary-Presidential Republic could 
have satisfied everybody’s interests save for those who are not used to sharing 
their authority. Yanukovych repealed the Constitutional reform of 2004 in order 
to increase his powers as President. Given that he is interested in pursuing the 
second term, he will not be interested in having his authority constrained.  
 
Also, in order to carry out constitutional reform, one would need to secure 2/3 of 
the Rada or to create a special political body – a Constitutional Assembly (unless 
the Rada objects to it). It seems rather unrealistic today given that the Party of 
Regions and administration officials continue to support Yanukovych.  
 
But many things can change fairly soon. The ruling class might turn its back on 
the President in order to push for the Constitutional Reform. Paradoxically, 
Yanukovych’s desire to preserve his power might make him lose it in the end.  
 
#14 
Ukraine After Vilnius 
The country has stepped away from history’s threshold into stalemate. 
by Peter Rutland 
Transitions Online, 11 December 2013 
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In recent months observers waited with much anticipation for the 28 November 
Vilnius summit, at which Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia were to sign associate 
member agreements with the European Union. The event was billed as a 
momentous occasion in European history – the point at which the legacy of a 
Europe divided, dating back to the 1945 Yalta accords, would finally be overcome. 
  



The Vilnius summit was also seen as vindication for the EU’s Eastern Partnership 
policy, an initiative launched in 2009 to reach out to Eastern neighbors who, it 
seemed clear, would not be offered full membership anytime soon. 
  
Those heady expectations were abruptly deflated on 22 November, when 
Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych announced that he would not, after all, 
be signing the association agreement, or a related free-trade agreement. 
  
Two factors stood in the way. First, the Europeans were insisting on the release 
from prison of former Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko, something Yanukovych 
was loath to do lest she become the standard-bearer for the political opposition. 
Second, Ukraine had been put under extreme economic pressure by Russia – 
from tighter controls on border trade to threats to maintain punitively high gas 
prices – to reject the EU deal. Yanukovych was asking the EU and IMF for 
financial assistance to cover these losses, on the order of $5 billion to $7 billion 
for this year alone. 
  
It is not clear whether Yanukovych ever seriously intended to sign the agreement, 
or if the whole process was just a prelude to a shakedown of the EU and/or 
Russia for economic concessions. 
  
In the wake of the botched summit, critics began asking why the EU was rushing 
to sign up a country like Ukraine, whose democratic credentials clearly fall far 
short of what is required and whose leader cannot be trusted to follow through on 
his commitments. 
  
The failure of Vilnius exposes a deeper paradox in the EU policy-making process. 
Since its inception, the EU strategy has been to knit together the countries of the 
continent through economic integration, creating a thousand economic and 
cultural ties, and harmonizing laws. At the same time, this essentially apolitical 
process needs some grand gestures, pivotal moments at which the countries 
involved politically commit to the integration. As we saw in the failed 
referendums over the new EU constitution in 2005, when Brussels seeks political 
sanction for European integration, the process can backfire. 
  
A similar process unfolded in Vilnius. Intense back-door negotiations had taken 
place since Yanukovych provisionally committed to the association agreement in 
March 2012: he had met no fewer than 18 times with the lead negotiators, former 
Polish President Aleksander Kwasniewski and former European Parliament 
President Pat Cox. However, the Ukrainian public remained divided over the 
issue, and the EU would not or could not make the only obvious counter-move to 
Vladimir Putin’s strong-arm tactics to derail the accord, namely offering Ukraine 
more money. 
  
Notwithstanding the protests in Kyiv, sentiment about closer ties with the EU or 
Russia in the rest of the country has been hard to gauge. Poll results seem 
sensitive to how the question is framed. According to a November poll by the Kyiv 



International Institute of Sociology, 31 percent favored EU membership even 
assuming that Russia closed its borders to Ukraine, compared with 40.5 percent 
who thought it better to keep open borders with their neighbor at the expense of 
EU integration. 
  
On the other hand a GfK poll, also in November, found that while 47 percent 
favored the EU treaty, only 14 percent favored the Customs Union. And in a May 
poll by the Razumkov Center, 41.7 percent of respondents favored accession to 
the EU, compared with 31 percent who wanted the country to join the Russia-led 
Customs Union. 
  
A Flawed Democracy 
  
Ukraine is blessed with a political system considerably more open and pluralistic 
than that of Russia. But that is also a curse. For the price Ukraine is paying for 
that pluralism is chronic instability and poor governance. 
  
Unlike Russia, the Ukrainian state is not strong enough to decisively suppress 
political dissent. In 2004, ordinary Ukrainians were able to take to the streets 
and overturn the results of a rigged election – something that has never 
happened in Russia. 
  
However, one election does not a democracy make. The subsequent record of the 
post-Orange government, under President Viktor Yushchenko, showed that the 
pro-Western political leaders were just as prone to cronyism and factionalism as 
their pro-Russian adversaries. The election of Yanukovych to the presidency in 
2010, in a fairly free election, was a blow to the hopes for reform in Ukraine. 
However, Yanukovych has proved to be just as inept in government as his 
predecessors, and he has singularly failed to pull the country out of its economic 
stagnation. This led reformers to hope that Yanukovych might be willing to throw 
in his lot with the European Union, since this seemed to be the only strategy that 
could ensure his re-election in 2015.  
 
Also, in the run-up to Vilnius some argued that Ukraine’s oligarchs were strong 
supporters of the agreement, since in the long term they would profit greatly 
from selling Ukraine’s steel, coal, and food products into European markets. Even 
if that were true, in this case the decision to sign or walk away was up to 
Yanukovych himself. 
  
Out of disappointment and frustration with these dashed hopes, protesters took 
to the streets of Kyiv and other cities on 22 November, following the Yanukovych 
announcement. On 30 November, riot police ejected 300 demonstrators camped 
out on Independence Square. The next day up to 350,000 people flooded the 
streets protesting the police violence, and Yanukovych backed off from a hard-
line solution, at least for the time being. In a striking display of unity, on 6 
December the three former presidents of Ukraine – Leonid Kravchuk, Leonid 
Kuchma and Viktor Yushchenko – signed a letter supporting the EU accord, 



condemning the use of force against protesters, and urging Yanukovych to start a 
round-table dialog with the opposition. 
  
Street protests are a hallowed tradition in contemporary Ukraine. Even before 
the Orange Revolution, back in October 1990 students erected a tent city in what 
is now Independence Square and declared a hunger strike, calling for the 
resignation of the government, an end to military service outside Ukraine, and 
opposition to the new union treaty being negotiated in Moscow. Their actions set 
the stage for Ukraine’s dramatic declaration of independence in the wake of the 
failed August 1991 coup, a step that sealed the fate of the Soviet Union. 
  
Now, however, it is harder to see a scenario where the protesters triumph. 
Ukraine faces a stalemate. The demonstrators occupy some streets and a couple 
of public buildings, while the government soldiers on, surviving a vote of 
confidence in parliament on 3 December. Even if the protests force the 
resignation of Prime Minister Mykola Azarov, it is unlikely that the Yanukovych 
administration will do yet another about-face and try to restart negotiations with 
Brussels. 
  
In Western capitals, geopolitical analysts are wringing their hands and 
complaining that the EU and United States have been outmaneuvered by Putin. 
Senator Chris Murphy, chairman of the European Affairs subcommittee of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, said bluntly on 2 December that “Being in 
Russia's back yard, the future of Ukraine will matter more to Russians than 
Americans. Clearly the Russians have more at stake here.” 
  
The protesters have succeeded, however, in exposing the political vulnerability of 
the Yanukovych regime. Economic prognoses for Ukraine over the next year or 
two are grim, and now Yanukovych – and Putin – will be the ones held 
responsible. Only by tightening still further the restrictions on opposition 
politicians will Yanukovych stand a chance of winning reelection in 2015. 
 
#15 
What you need to know about the causes of the Ukrainian protests 
by Kataryna Wolczuk and Roman Wolczuk 
The Monkey Cage, 9 December 2013 
 
[The Monkey Cage is a political science blog hosted by The Washington Post, 
managed by a small team of scholars, including Joshua Tucker –UKL] 
 
Joshua Tucker: As events escalate in Ukraine, we bring you the the following 
guest post from political scientists Kataryna Wolczuk (University of 
Birmingham, U.K.) and Roman Wolczuk (University of Wolverhampton, U.K.) 
on the root causes of the conflict in Ukraine. 
 
Mixed emotions greeted the toppling of Kiev’s most prominent statue of Lenin on 
Sunday,  Dec. 8. The statue had diverse symbolism in Ukraine. Lenin’s presence 



in central Kiev represented seemingly unbreakable ties with Russia. Perplexingly, 
in the capital he also seemed to act as a symbol of the ruling party – President 
Viktor Yanukovych’s Party of Regions. But in Russophone Eastern and Southern 
Ukraine, Lenin is still respected by many, despite Communism’s obsolescence 
even there. So, as he fell, the reactions ranged from ecstasy to outrage. 
 
The contradictory reactions reflect the complexity underpinning the events taking 
place in what is now known as the Euromaidan. Initially, the demonstrations 
were triggered by Yanukovych’s refusal to sign an association agreement with the 
EU. However, soon, the demonstrations become much more about the removal of 
the ruling party, including  Yanukovych, whose presidency has become associated 
with intensified cronyism, corruption and economic decline. Then 
demonstrations took on an added impetus when it emerged that, after not signing 
the association agreement,  Yanukhovych met Russian President Vladimir Putin 
in Sochi, where an agreement was reached for Ukraine to receive financing from 
Russia along with lower gas prices, in return for Ukraine joining the Russian-led 
Customs Union at some stage in the future. 
 
Why has this come to a head now? While Ukraine painstakingly negotiated 
details of the association agreement with the EU over several years, Russia was 
resolutely and quite rapidly putting together the Eurasian Customs Union, a 
regional integration body consisting of Russia, Kazakhstan and Belarus, modeled 
on the EU. As the deadline for signing the agreement approached, greater 
pressure was exerted by Russia on Ukraine to not sign the agreement: Sticks and 
carrots were deployed with abandon. At the same time, although it introduced 
tough democratic conditionality, the EU was very keen for Ukraine to sign, as the 
agreement was the central pillar of its much-vaunted Eastern Partnership. But 
the EU did too little and too late in financial terms to make it a sufficiently 
attractive offer for the current Ukrainian government. Ukraine’s economic 
dependence on Russian trade, allied to the EU’s failure to fully grasp the impact 
the loss of this trade,  would have meant that Ukraine was exquisitely vulnerable 
to the aforementioned sticks: higher gas prices, higher tariffs,  ”trade wars” etc. 
In the context of a declining economy, rapidly depleting financial reserves and 
the likelihood of being unable to meet the looming debt repayment schedule, all 
brought on by his poor stewardship of the economy, Yanukhovych succumbed to 
Russian inducements. 
 
This was a highly significant decision. Ukraine’s foreign policy has, since 
independence in 1991, been characterized by a single central feature: a reluctance 
to commit to one side or the other (see Roman Wolczuk, Ukraine's Foreign and 
Security Policy 1991-2000, Routledge, 2002). However, the global pressures are 
such that the luxury of a multivectored policy is no longer available to Ukraine. 
And the choice is simple: Association with the EU or joining the Russia-led 
Customs Union are, as things stand, mutually exclusive. Turning to Russia meant 
the exclusion of the European option – hence the fury in Kyiv. 
 
The above dichotomy camouflages the fact that there are costs and benefits 



associated with both options. In the short to medium term, Ukraine would incur 
significant economic costs by signing the agreement, as Ukraine’s uncompetitive 
economy would be subject to a degree of competition for which it is wholly 
unprepared. Yet in the longer term, improved investment flows would lead to 
greater competitiveness and more rapid growth, with estimates pointing to an 
increased growth of GDP of about 4 to 6 percent per year, but only if and when 
Ukraine introduced necessary reforms. Conversely, in the short to medium term, 
there are noteworthy benefits associated with signing the Customs Union such as 
lower tariffs and the elimination of quotas. Perhaps most importantly, Russia’s 
painful punitive measures (border closures, selective embargoes, etc.) would be 
avoided. So turning away from Russia will incur economic costs in the short to 
medium term. However, in the longer term, joining the Eurasian Customs Union 
is likely to lead to the greater ossification of the Ukrainian economy through 
trade diversion rather than trade creation. There is no doubt that association with 
the EU would give Ukraine the kind of opportunity for institutional transform, i.e. 
quality of governance, that is simply not available with the Eurasian Customs 
Union. 
 
However, there are the less tangible, yet arguably more fundamental 
“civilizational” arguments. A new generation has grown up in independent 
Ukraine, which has been exposed to life in the West and has come to see the 
extent of the cronyism that characterizes life in Ukraine and Russia. The price of 
more expensive gas from Russia is increasingly seen as a price worth paying for 
changing the political system. This was captured on one of the slogans on 
Euromaidan: ‘We won’t sell our freedom for cheaper gas’. Deposing the current 
political regime is seen in Ukraine is an indispensable step toward  Europe. 
Hence, the current protests have been referred to as a “revolution of dignity.” 
 
The people on Euromaidan have expressed their preference. There are reasons to 
suppose that these views are gaining traction in the traditionally pro-Russian 
Eastern Ukraine. Indeed, there are even unprecedented expressions of pro-
European sentiment in Yanukovych’s heartlands, something which doesn’t augur 
well for him even if he survives the current crisis. But his political survival would 
entail a heavy price for the people on the streets. 
 
#16 
Maidan & Beyond: Some Preliminary Conclusions 
by Mykola Riabchuk 
Institute for Human Sciences (Vienna), 10 December 2013 
 
Mykola Riabchuk is a political and cultural analyst based in Kyiv, and currently 
a EURIAS Senior Visiting Fellow at the IWM, Vienna. His most recent book, 
Gleichschaltung. Authoritarian Consolidation in Ukraine, 2010-2012, was 
published in both Ukrainian and English. 
  
“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?”, asks Tymothy Snyder 



acerbically in his article “A Way Out for Ukraine?” knowing the answer perfectly 
well. 
 
Many Ukrainians, indeed, got truncheons in their heads in the past two weeks, as 
they were protesting on the streets of Kyiv against their government’s last-
moment decision to abstain from signing the Association Agreement with the EU. 
Timothy Snyder is well aware that it is not the Agreement per se that mobilized 
the protesters but their hope for a “normal life in a normal country” which the 
agreement had envisaged and come to symbolize. Now, as the government had 
stolen that hope, they feel deceived – it’s not just about this single incident, but 
about their whole lives, the whole development of the country stuck for 22 years 
in a grey zone between post-Soviet autocracies to the East and increasingly 
democratizing and prosperous neighbours to the West. 
 
There were too many hopes and too many disappointments in the past 22 years – 
starting with national independence, endorsed by 90% of the citizens but 
compromised eventually by a predatory elite, and ending probably with the 
Orange Revolution, which also failed to deliver on its promises. The inauguration 
of Viktor Yanukovych as president in 2010 and the dismissal of the feckless 
Orange government only made bad things worse. Within a few years, the narrow 
circle of the president’s allies (nicknamed “the Family”) usurped all power, 
destroyed the court system, accumulated enormous resources via corruption 
schemes, and encroached heavily on human right and civil liberties. 
 
Indeed, it might be a blessing in disguise that these people withheld the 
Agreement, and that a country with such a regime is not taken “into Europe”. But 
the problem is that they already ARE in Europe – with their villas, stolen money, 
and diplomatic passports that make the visa-free regime for the rest of 
Ukrainians unnecessary. They benefit from the rule of law and from property 
rights in the West, while systemically undermining these things in their own 
country. It is not them, but Ukraine – its forty-plus million people – who are 
excluded “from Europe”, whilst the ruling elite enjoys la dolce vita in Western 
resorts, sucking the last resources from the impoverished country. 
 
For many Ukrainians, the Association Agreement was the last hope to fix these 
things peacefully, i.e., to make their rulers obey the law, and to get the EU’s 
support in their attempts to re-establish the rule of law in the country. Most of 
them have little if any illusion about the ruling clique. But for many of them, 
including myself, the Agreement had two clear meanings. On the government 
side, it would have meant a commitment not to steal, not to lie, and not to cheat 
so much and so unscrupulously. And on the EU side, it would have meant merely 
to take care of this commitment and help us, wherever possible, to enforce it. 
 
The current government has never been serious about signing the document 
initiated by their Orange predecessors, and even less serious about its coherent 
implementation. Yanukovych’s refusal to sign it was a moment of truth, and 
Maidan is simply a reaction to that truth – a farewell to illusions, and a 



recognition of reality. The standoff between the government and the protesters 
may last for a long time, and its result looks unpredictable. It is very unlikely yet 
that the people who captured the state like Somalian pirates would give up easily. 
Whatever the outcome, however, three conclusions can already be drawn. 
 
First of all, Ukrainian society proved once again its resilience, its ability to self-
organize and act mostly peacefully, despite various provocations – from both the 
government and quasi-oppositional radicals, generally suspected to be 
cooperating with the government. Most importantly, both the 2004 and the 2013 
protests were clearly value-driven. People went onto the streets not for bread, 
higher salaries or a populist leader, but for their own dignity, for justice and the 
hope to live like “in Europe”. They still try (and will try in the future, whatever 
happens today) to complete the unfinished revolution that swept away the 
corrupt authoritarian regimes in Eastern Europe from 1989 to 1991 but which 
stopped, reluctantly, at Ukraine’s western border. If the West fails, once again, to 
understand this message properly and respond adequately, we will probably 
witness another cycle of authoritarian Gleichschaltung, stagnation and, 
inevitably, popular resistance and another upheaval. Even though a substantial 
part of Ukrainian society, especially in the Southeast, looks in the opposite 
direction and largely adheres to Soviet values, the very nature of these values 
keeps their civic mobilization low and unsuitable for the government. Moreover, 
demography itself dooms Yanukovych’s autocracy: all the opinion surveys reveal 
a strong correlation between the respondents’ young age and their commitment 
to European values. 
 
Secondly, the unprecedented monopolization of power and concentration of 
resources carried out by Yanukovych and his inner circle within the past four 
years has not, in the end, made their position stronger than that of Leonid 
Kuchma, who had pursued more flexible ‘divide and rule’ tactics (until he was 
disqualified by the ‘tape scandal’). Yanukovych today faces resistance not only 
from civil society and entire regions, which encompass virtually half of the 
country. He also seems to get only lukewarm support from his fellow-oligarchs.  
 
So far, all the major TV channels they control have provided balanced, non-
partisan coverage of events – in striking difference to 2004, when all the main 
channels aired extremely dirty propagandistic materials against the opposition 
until the revolution erupted. The tough control of Yanukovych’s close associates 
over the law-enforcement agencies may tempt him to use even more radical 
measures against the protesters, especially if his Moscow advisers and 
provocateurs push him in this direction. The victory will be, however, pyrrhic. It 
is easy to win with bayonets, but difficult to sit on them. Russia may help, of 
course. But even if Yanukovych ceded all sovereignty to Mr Putin, the Kremlin 
would encounter the same problem with Ukraine as it had with Hungary, Poland, 
the Baltic states and some other indigestible regions of the empire. Russia may 
delay Ukraine’s westward drift, but she cannot stop it. 
 
And thirdly, the Ukrainian opposition is in a weaker position today than it was 



nine years ago, when the ‘Orange’ mobilization was merely a continuation of the 
election campaign, when electoral fraud was largely expected and protest actions 
well prepared, when Viktor Yushchenko as the common leader had an 
undisputable authority over all factions, and the incumbent Leonid Kuchma was 
a lame duck with a vested interest in safe retirement. Now, the protests erupted 
from below and apparently surprised even the leaders of the opposition, who 
seem not to have found a common leader, a unified position, or clear tactics yet.  
 
The presence of the radical nationalistic party Svoboda in their ranks also makes 
their position more vulnerable, even though Oleh Tiahnybok, Svoboda’s leader, 
has declared his support for nonviolent struggle. (Back in 2004, he was expelled 
from Yushchenko’s Our Ukraine block for xenophobic and anti-Semitic 
statements.) This makes negotiations between the opposition and Yanukovych’s 
regime even more difficult. International mediation is now more necessary than 
ever. 
 
The West certainly cannot solve Ukraine’s multiple problems; that task falls to 
Ukrainians themselves. But the West can facilitate conditions for problem solving, 
especially when the Kremlin does not spare any effort to do the opposite. The 
most urgent thing the EU should do is to send a very clear signal that no violence 
will be tolerated. This signal should be sent not in words, but in deeds. At least 
ONE Ukrainian official should be ostracized, as soon as possible, and in an 
exemplary way. The interior minister, many believe, is a primary candidate for 
this deserving real sanctions. Otherwise Viktor Yanukovych and Co will escalate 
the violence, and the EU will share the responsibility for its usual fecklessness. 
 
#17 
An Address to Russians 
by Myroslav Marynovych 
Zakhid.net, 7 December 2013 
[translated by Natalia Stepaniuk for UKL] 
 
[Myroslav Marynovych, a former dissident imprisoned in the Gulag under 
Brezhnev and founding member of the Ukrainian Helsinki Group, is vice-rector 
of the Ukrainian Catholic University in Lviv –UKL] 
 
The president of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin once said that for him, 
the collapse of the Soviet Union was the greatest geo-political catastrophe of the 
20th century.  What he is saying right now might very well become the greatest 
geo-political catastrophe of the 21st century. 
 
I have doubts that people in Russia understand this. 
 
This person managed to unite around himself part of the Russian society, 
convincing people that what is at stake is the revival of Russia’s grandeur and 
might. Indeed, Russia has demonstrated a greatness of spirit through those who 



created its culture. Yet, Putin has no idea where to search for the greatness. In 
fact, he is pushing his country into a great tragedy and an era of decay.  
 
I can understand how painful it is for you, Russians, to look at the map of the 
country full of bitter holes. All known empires went through the same phantom 
pain. Putin promised you to restore ‘the lost’ and you saw it as something 
justified: Georgia was supposed to be harnessed through a “forceful peace”, 
Ukraine has been currently hatched through “forceful love”. 
 
Previously, Ukraine was paid for by sable, today the cost of Ukraine, according to 
the editor of the Economist Edward Lucas, has increased: $5BN officially, gas 
price $200, and $15BN paid as a bribe personally to Yanukovych. 
 
I am extremely grateful to those 11 people who gathered up on Manezh Square, 
Moscow, on November 30th to support EuroMaydan in Ukraine. This is three 
persons more compared to the protest on August 25, 1968 organized against the 
Soviet Military Intervention in Czechoslovakia. 
 
There is something symbolic in the fact that the participant and civil rights 
activist of that protest, Natalya Gorbanevskaya, died in Paris on November 29, 
2013, on the eve of the EuroMaydan demonstration in Moscow. I believe that she 
was the 12th, invisible supporter of EuroMaidan on Manezh Square. 
 
Back in the years, the historical rally against the Soviet military invasion saved 
the reputation of Russia. Will a handful of people be able to achieve the same 
result today? I don’t want to believe that across Russia, only a few dozens of 
people understand that Ukrainian EuroMaidan is a protest against Putin, but not 
against Russia. EuroMaidan activists joined the European fight against the 
dictatorship: “For our and your freedom”. 
 
“For your freedom” also refers to you, Russians. Although Putin impersonates a 
great danger for Ukraine by bringing it to the brink of collapse and civil war, he 
also carries an immense danger for Russia: the revival of the imperial past won’t 
allow Russia to succeed in future. 
 
Ukraine is currently experiencing the revival of Rus’, which was still present in 
Novgorod the Great (Velikyi Novgorod), but was destroyed by the oprichnina 
force of Ivan the Terrible. This new Rus’ representing an alternative Slavic form 
of organization inflicts panic and fear upon Putin. Yet, this is the very alternative, 
which can potentially save Russia. 
 
What is at stake these days goes beyond the ability of Ukraine to withstand the 
pressure of dictatorship. These days, Russian society is making its choice to 
either give way to the oprichnina desire to “punish khokhlov” [the genetive plural 
form of “khokhol”, a pejorative term for ethnic Ukrainians --UKL) or to resist 
Cain's sin, stopping Putin. 
 



Please, make the right choice. 
 
Myroslav Marynovych,  
Ex-prisoner of Brezhnev’s camps 
 
#18 
Yanukovich Is No Alpha Male 
by Yulia Latynina 
St. Petersburg Times, 11 December 2013 
 
Yulia Latynina hosts a political talk show on Ekho Moskvy radio. 
	  
I find the differences between Ukraine and Russia fascinating. 
 
It turns out that 1 million Ukrainians have no qualms about taking to the streets 
in protest if they find their president’s actions insulting — and that’s even after 
riot police had broken up earlier demonstrations. In Moscow, a city of 14 million, 
even generous estimates put the maximum number of demonstrators during the 
peak of the protests in December 2011 at 100,000. After that, a turnout of 30,000 
or 40,000 at subsequent protests in 2012 was the most that organizers could 
muster. 
 
The oil factor explains the large difference. 
 
All of Moscow’s 14 million residents live in one way or another off of the country’s 
oil revenues. Oil has seeped into everything: the food packages distributed to 
pensioners who voted for Mayor Sergei Sobyanin, and the pay bonuses given to 
policemen and traffic cops. Oil windfalls pay for the thousands of personal 
chauffeurs who drive government officials on their rounds and the huge army of 
government bureaucrats. Oil revenues explain why there no empty tables at 
expensive restaurants or at the thousands of overpriced cafes that are so popular 
with the so-called middle class. The oil windfall even trickles down to millions of 
migrant workers. 
The paradox is that the smaller the handout that those at the bottom receive, the 
greater their gratitude and the more eagerly they vote for the alpha male during 
elections. 
 
Ukraine, however, has no oil. The 3 million residents of Kiev must survive by 
other means. As a result, they do not feel indebted to their leaders and cannot be 
confined to a petrodollar pecking order. For them, Ukrainian President Viktor 
Yanukovych is not an alpha male like Putin, bequeathing pensions and food 
packages from on high. He is just one of the reasons that the average resident of 
Kiev slugs it out at low-paying jobs, struggling to pay bills and put bread on the 
table. 
 
In accordance with the laws of dialectics, at some point quantity turns into 
quality. The 100,000 Russian protesters went home frustrated, but the 1 million 



in Kiev have stripped Yanukovych of whatever legitimacy he once held. The force 
of those numbers has prompted even the president’s close colleagues to resign 
and several Party of Regions deputies to abandon ship. They are abandoning 
Yanukovych not because they sympathize with the people but because they do not 
want to be part of his losing team. 
 
At the same time, Yanukovych is the legitimately elected president and he will 
probably hold onto power. However, he will also probably lose the 2015 
presidential election and end up behind bars if he tries to hold onto power at any 
cost. 
 
Even before the protests in Kiev began, opposition leader Vitali Klitschko was far 
more popular than Yanukovych. According to a Oct. 14 poll conducted by Kiev-
based Razumkov Center, only 25 percent of Ukrainians polled said they would 
vote for Yanukovych in a second-round presidential election in 2015, while 38 
percent would vote for Klitschko. After the EU fiasco, the spread between the two 
has most likely gotten even larger. 
 
Yanukovych will likely attempt to hold onto power at any cost because, according 
to the very non-European rule he has adopted, the winner in a presidential race 
can imprison the loser at will. In other words, Yanukovych has nothing to lose by 
falsifying the results of the 2015 presidential election. 
 
Yanukovych’s capitulation to Putin shows that in a global system in which 
civilized countries have renounced war as a means for resolving their differences, 
the most powerful politician is the bully who will spit in his neighbor’s soup 
without considering the consequences for his own reputation or his country’s 
economy. 
 
#19 
Ukraine President Should Resign 
Sanctions Warranted if More Violence Against Protesters, Press 
Freedom House, 9 December 2013 
 
Further use of force by Ukrainian authorities should lead to the immediate 
imposition of targeted sanctions by the United States and European Union 
against Ukrainian officials responsible for such actions, Freedom House said 
today. Freedom House also calls on President Viktor Yanukovych to offer his 
resignation as a way to trigger early presidential elections, the only non-violent 
way to end the standoff with demonstrators. The international community must 
stand with the democratic aspirations of those brave Ukrainian people who have 
taken to the streets.   
 
“President Yanukovych has lost support and legitimacy among the Ukrainian 
people,” said David J. Kramer, president of Freedom House.  "We don't support 
rule by mob, but Yanukovych created a crisis by rejecting the path toward 



integration with the EU and ignoring protesters' demands that the government 
work on behalf of the people.”   
 
On December 9, Ukrainian authorities began dismantling the barricades and tent 
camps of peaceful protesters in Independence Square and also entered the offices 
of at least one opposition newspaper as well as web-based television and news 
sites. Police acted a day after hundreds of thousands of protesters took to the 
streets in the largest demonstrations since protests began last month over the 
government’s decision not to pursue closer ties with the European Union.   
 
“The best thing Yanukovych could do, given his decision to break up the protests, 
would be to announce his resignation to pave the way for early presidential 
elections,” Kramer said. “The U.S. and EU should pressure the government to 
heed protesters’ legitimate demands and, if necessary, institute sanctions against 
those responsible for any further violent crackdown.”   
 
Kyiv has been packed with pro-European and pro-democratic protesters, who 
occupied several government buildings to press their demands that Yanukovych 
resign and that Ukraine move forward with plans to integrate with the EU. 
Protests have also spread across the country. A vote of no confidence in the 
government of Prime Minister Mykola Azarov fell short on December 3 but 
showed support for the government to be slipping.    
 
“The government’s about-face on European association, its disregard for the 
protesters’ demands, and readiness to use violence against them have sapped the 
public’s trust in the authorities,” Kramer said. “Ukraine’s crisis can be resolved 
only by compromise among civil and political forces and a return to European 
integration.”   
 
Ukraine is rated Partly Free in Freedom of the World 2013, Partly Free 
in Freedom of the Press 2013, and Free in Freedom on the Net 2013. 
 
#20 
Ex Polish Leader on Failed Ukraine Talks 
Interview By Jan Puhl and Christian Neef 
Spiegel Online, 9 December 2013 
 
Aleksander Kwasniewski led talks with Ukraine for an association agreement 
with the EU that collapsed last month. In an interview, he criticizes officials in 
Brussels for underestimating Russia's intentions and the Ukrainian president for 
ignoring his own people. 
 
Aleksander Kwasniewski, 59, meets with us in his Warsaw office just as he is 
preparing to leave on a trip to Brussels. He was Poland's president for 10 years, 
from 1995 to 2005, during which he led his country into NATO and the European 
Union. Now he has negotiated with Ukraine on behalf of the EU. Together with 
former European Parliament President Pat Cox, Kwasniewski's mission was to 



prepare Europe's second-largest country for an association agreement with 
Brussels. Hundreds of thousands of protesters have blocked downtown Kiev since 
the Ukrainian leadership backed away from the agreement at the end of 
November. When Kwasniewski said that Ukraine's pro-European contingent 
would not be left alone, Moscow accused him of inciting the opposition to stage a 
coup. 
 
SPIEGEL: Visiting Kiev these days is like experiencing a sense of deja-vu. Once 
again, it's December, there are tens of thousands in the streets and there are 
protests on the Maidan, Kiev's Independence Square, just as there were during 
the Orange Revolution in 2004. Why isn't Ukraine making any progress? 
 
Kwasniewski: I too was in Kiev in 2004, and I've been there 27 times in the last 
few months. And I too am experiencing a sense of deja-vu. The Ukrainians have 
missed many opportunities in those nine years. Instead of implementing reforms 
and building closer ties with Europe, then-President Viktor Yushchenko and 
Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko squandered a lot of energy on internal battles. 
Then Viktor Yanukovich came to power, and that too led to no fundamental 
reforms in the direction of democracy and in restructuring the economy. That's 
why the society is disappointed and deeply divided. 
 
SPIEGEL: The issue in 2004 was election fraud, which allegedly helped 
Yanukovich come into office. This time, however, the problems revolve around 
geopolitics. Moscow and the pro-Russian community in Ukraine viewed the 
association agreement with the EU as a declaration of war. 
 
Kwasniewski: The situation is more difficult this time than it was in 2004. Now 
Yanukovich has a legal mandate as president, and the government has a 
legitimate parliamentary majority. But Ukrainians are divided over the question 
of whether the country should form closer ties with the EU. A majority is in favor 
of closer ties, 15 to 20 percent support a union with Russia and the rest have no 
opinion. The decision that Yanukovich made shortly before the EU summit in 
Vilnius, namely to rebuff Brussels, came as a surprise. He didn't explain it to his 
people, and he apparently believed that it wouldn't make that much difference to 
the public. 
 
SPIEGEL: And yet nothing less than the future course of Ukraine was at stake. 
 
Kwasniewski: That's why there are now such divergent reactions. The people in 
Sevastopol want Russia to intervene militarily, because the majority of the 
population on the Crimean Peninsula is Russian. And then there are places like 
Lviv, the most pro-European city in Ukraine, where the mayor no longer wants to 
submit to the central government's authority. After 22 years of independence, 
and after all the frustrations, the question of whether Kiev will turn toward 
Russia or the EU is anything but abstract, especially for young people. 
 
SPIEGEL: The government accuses the pro-European demonstrators on the 



Maidan of preparing a coup. It wouldn't take much for the situation there to 
escalate. 
 
Kwasniewski: Now that the no-confidence vote against the government has failed, 
it's possible that the protesters will lose their momentum. That, in turn, could be 
a signal to law enforcement to use force. 
 
SPIEGEL: How would the EU react? 
 
Kwasniewski: It has to convince both sides to forego violence, and to push for 
talks between the government and the opposition. It has to say that the door to 
the EU remains open, including the possibility of returning to the negotiating 
table. Experts need to discuss how best to help Ukraine financially. And, last but 
not least, the EU must make it clear that the kind of pressure Russia has recently 
applied is unacceptable. 
 
SPIEGEL: Did Brussels truly believe that Russia would quietly look on as the EU 
signed an agreement with Ukraine that was described as "historic," one that ties 
Kiev more closely to the West? 
 
Kwasniewski: I still remember a speech Yanukovich gave to the parliament, in 
which he said that integration with Europe was a priority, and that modernizing 
the economy was only possible in close collaboration with Europe. With the 
exception of the communists, he had the support of all parties in the parliament 
at the time. And there is no reason not to believe those statements. But then there 
was suddenly a radical change of opinion. 
 
SPIEGEL: Because Russia got tough and refused to allow Ukrainian goods in the 
country? It was a reaction that the EU apparently didn't expect. 
 
Kwasniewski: Yes, Brussels was naïve. From Putin's perspective, Ukraine is an 
important factor, perhaps the most important one of all. He can't achieve his goal 
of creating his own Euro-Asian union without Ukraine. The West underestimates 
Russia's determination, but it also underestimates what is happening in Kiev. 
 
SPIEGEL: You and Pat Cox spent the last few weeks in constant meetings with 
Yanukovich. How was that? 
 
Kwasniewski: We met with the president 20 times, as well as with the 
government and the opposition, and we even visited Yulia Tymoshenko. We 
spoke with Yanukovich for at least 50 hours altogether. We pushed for 
liberalization of electoral law and the judiciary, as well as a reform of the public 
prosecutor's office, which still operates on the basis of the Soviet model. And we 
managed to secure the release of three of the most prominent political prisoners: 
the former ministers of defense, the interior and the environment. 
 
SPIEGEL: Did you see that as a sign that Yanukovich was serious about the EU? 



 
Kwasniewski: He seemed to be truly serious. But the mood changed in the 
summer, when the Russians began blocking Ukrainian exports. Many lawmakers 
with ties to companies began applying more pressure on the ruling party. These 
are companies that sell products to the Russian market, so they begged 
Yanukovich and his party for help. They said that they were out of money and 
that people were losing their jobs. That was when Putin's meetings with 
Yanukovich began, and soon they became longer and longer. 
 
SPIEGEL: What sort of a man is Yanukovich? Many say that he isn't very 
sophisticated intellectually. 
 
Kwasniewski: Yanukovich knows his way around Ukrainian politics very well, in 
good times and bad. After his defeat in the 2004 election, he didn't succumb to 
depression but in fact managed to stage a comeback in 2010. He is a tough man 
and a tough politician. His experiences have made him a suspicious person. 
Communication isn't his strength. He's more of a technocrat. And his family has 
gained a lot of influence. 
 
SPIEGEL: Does he have a political vision? 
 
Kwasniewski: I would have said yes until recently. But in the last few days, I've 
realized that the Ukrainian leadership has no strategy, and that it only sees things 
in the short term, so as to survive the next few months. That's why it didn't 
anticipate the public's reaction, which it believes is not spontaneous but is in fact 
being organized from abroad. 
 
SPIEGEL: Did Yanukovich use the EU to boost his profile with Putin, who had 
humiliated him so often? And to demand more money? 
 
Kwasniewski: Of course he tried to exploit our talks to get more out of Russia, to 
tell the Russians: Look, Europe wants us, so you'll have to up the ante. That's how 
Ukrainian politicians have thought for the last 22 years. The balancing act 
between the West and the East has created a vacuum. That's why the economy is 
in such poor shape today, it's why no one trusts the state and it's why millions of 
people are emigrating. The Ukrainians don't like to hear it, but we Poles are a 
good example of how the path to the West can be worth it. We had about the 
same per capita income as Ukraine 20 years ago. Today it's three times as high. 
 
SPIEGEL: Did the EU believe that if it convinced Yanukovich to implement a few 
liberal laws, Kiev could no longer be knocked off its course toward the West? 
 
Kwasniewski: Ukraine is not an ideal country, nor will it be one for a long time to 
come. But we have the opportunity to introduce it to our standards. If we don't do 
that, Kiev will follow the Russian and the Belarusian model. Ukraine was strongly 
under Russia's influence for centuries, and its people experienced a very brutal 
form of communism. There are plenty of historical and geopolitical features and 



conflicts. Only a European strategy will help Ukraine emerge from the crisis. 
Fortunately, the country has a very lively civil society, which wants to be in the 
EU. 
 
SPIEGEL: The EU seems pretty naïve in its dealings with the East. The West 
helped write the new constitution in Russia, and yet sentences are still 
pronounced by telephone. In Belarus, the EU agreed to a reasonably fair 
presidential election with (President Alexander) Lukashenko, and then the 
opposition leaders were arrested on the evening of the election. 
 
Kwasniewski: We have a different mentality. Democracy is an intrinsic value in 
the West, but in the East power is the key value. Leaders in the East say: We will 
apply democracy if it serves our needs. If not, we will use a different method. 
 
'We Have To Pursue a Common Policy Toward Russia' 
 
SPIEGEL: Why did the EU make the release of Yulia Tymoshenko a condition? 
 
Kwasniewski: Cox and I were asked to find a solution to the case, so that the 
association agreement could be signed. It could also have been a partial pardon, 
and a reduction of her prison term to two years. Then Yanukovich himself 
proposed allowing her to leave the country for medical treatment. But his 
supporters wanted her to serve the full sentence. 
 
SPIEGEL: Was it a mistake to insist on her release? It meant a loss of face for 
Yanukovich. 
 
Kwasniewski: From today's perspective, perhaps. At an earlier point, it might 
have possible to convince them to allow Tymoshenko to leave the country for an 
operation. Yanukovich wouldn't have lost face, but he would have demonstrated 
that he is capable of a humanitarian gesture. After all, it was a question of 
medical treatment and not Tymoshenko's rehabilitation. Continuing to keep her 
imprisoned is far more costly, politically speaking. 
 
SPIEGEL: The other problem that seemed unsolvable at the end was the money. 
The €610 million ($836 million) in aid that the EU was offering was a ridiculous 
sum. Ukraine is in a deep financial crisis. 
 
Kwasniewski: Yes, Ukraine needs help as quickly as possible. There were talks 
with the International Monetary Fund, but it set very strict conditions. For 
instance, the IMF wanted Ukraine to raise natural gas prices, which are highly 
subsidized. That's political suicide, shortly before elections. The EU could have 
thought about short-term aid and asked for more lenient solutions from the IMF. 
That, unfortunately, is only happening now. 
 
SPIEGEL: Meanwhile, Moscow is offering the Ukrainians several billion euros. 
 



Kwasniewski: No such promise is specifically on the table yet. Ukraine is stilling 
paying the highest price in Europe for Russian gas. 
 
SPIEGEL: Was Russia's threat to drive Ukraine into national bankruptcy if its 
signed the association agreement a bluff? 
 
Kwasniewski: I'm afraid it was real. 
 
SPIEGEL: Then the EU should have acted more consistently. Didn't it take the 
association agreement seriously enough? 
 
Kwasniewski: No, everyone really wanted it. The main weakness of this document 
is that there is no mention of the prospects of membership, because not everyone 
in Europe agrees on the issue. 
 
SPIEGEL: Why does the EU need a country that's a patchwork rug with 
enormous social differences, and where there is no uniform national interest? 
We've already regretted the accession of Romania and Bulgaria. 
 
Kwasniewski: Solidarity is the foundation of Europe. If we question that, we don't 
stand a chance. We in Europe know all too well where national egotism can lead. 
We should stick to the plan to bring the Eastern countries into the orbit of our 
values. 
 
SPIEGEL: Vladimir Putin is celebrating one triumph over the West after another: 
Snowden, Syria and now Ukraine. He sees the West as a paper tiger, especially 
the EU. How will we ever be able to reestablish a normal dialogue with Russia? 
 
Kwasniewski: The successes strengthen Putin's position in the short term, but 
they also hinder the necessary reforms. Russia needs modernization, 
economically, socially and institutionally. And it can hardly achieve that without 
the West. But Putin has to perceive Europe as a partner to be taken seriously. 
After all, the EU isn't an episode in history, like the Soviet Union. We have to 
solve our internal problems and pursue a common policy toward Russia. At the 
moment, we don't have one at all. 
 
#21 
EU seeks ‘time for reflection’ after Vilnius summit failure  
Euractiv.com, 29 November 2013 
 
EU diplomats admitted that "time for reflection" was needed after Ukraine 
declined the opportunity to join the bloc at a two-day 'Eastern Partnership' 
summit in Vilnius that ended today (29 November), highlighting the EU’s 
weakness against an ever-more assertive Russia. 
 
Ukraine's president Viktor Yanukovich arrived in Vilnius without any intention to 
reach an agreement, said Dalia Grybauskaitė, the Lithuanian President and 



summit host. 
 
EU was ready to sign with Tymoshenko in prison 
 
EU diplomats told EurActiv that European Commission President José Manuel 
Barroso and Council President Herman Van Rompuy had offered Yanukovich the 
opportunity to sign the Association Agreement (AA) at the summit, even though 
Kyiv did not fully comply with the EU’s benchmarks. 
 
The most publicised such benchmark is 'selective justice', a reference to the 
imprisonment of former prime minister, Yulia Tymoshenko, which Brussels sees 
as politically motivated. 
 
A solution to the Tymoshenko case could have been found if Yanukovich had 
summoned the political will to sign the AA, EU diplomats believe. But he was 
offered the pen with Tymoshenko in jail, despite assurances by EU 
representatives that this would not happen. 
 
EU leaders even offered Yanukovich a 'Plan B' by committing to sign the AA in 
the near future, possibly at the next EU-Ukraine summit early next year. But 
Yanukovich declined in advance of the 2015 presidential elections, which he 
hopes to win. 
 
Barroso and Van Rompuy firmly rejected Yanukovich’s counter-proposal to hold 
trilateral trade talks with Russia as a way to overcome the stalemate. “The time of 
limited sovereignty is over,” Barroso said after the summit. 
 
Yanukovich unimpressed by figures 
 
EU leaders also failed to convince Yanukovich over the expected benefits of the 
agreement for Ukraine. 
 
The Ukrainian President often quotes multi-billion euro figures when assessing 
the expected losses that Russian trade retaliation to any deal could cause. He also 
includes in such figures, the investment his country needs to upgrade to EU 
standards, and refers to losses which need to be “compensated”. 
 
But this concept is flatly rejected by Brussels, which only underlines the expected 
benefits. 
 
"This Agreement would save Ukrainian business some €500 million a year just in 
import duties,” Barroso underlined after the summit, adding that it "would 
increase Ukraine's GDP by more than 6% in the longer term”. It would also "give 
momentum to billion-euro loan negotiations with International Financial 
Institutions". 
 
Despite the setback, EU officials keep reiterating that their door remains open for 



Ukraine. But they do not nourish much hope of advancing the talks any further 
before the March 2015 presidential elections. Moreover, as the Ukrainian pro-
European opposition believes it can win this election, Brussels shouldn’t 
legitimate Yanukovich’s European alibi, one diplomat said. 
 
Meanwhile, the Eastern Partnership, an initiative launched by the EU in 2009, 
appears crippled today, as four of the six participating countries have distanced 
themselves from the EU. Belarus, often referred to as Europe’s last dictatorship, 
is a special case. Azerbaijan doesn’t want to engage in forms of cooperation which 
would touch upon human rights, and Armenia turned its back on EU association, 
choosing instead the Russia-led Customs Union. With Ukraine the latest to bite 
the bullet, only Moldova and Georgia are currently sailing in the direction of EU 
association. 
 
Elephant in the room 
 
A 14-page ‘joint declaration’ of the Eastern partnership summit was adopted, 
which does not mention Russia. The dialogue with Moscow will however continue, 
starting with an EU-Russia summit in late January. 
 
EU diplomats said they would not engage in 'tit-for-tat' tactics with Russia, 
fearing a return of Cold War days. They claim to have good channels of 
communications with Moscow, mentioning in particular the bilateral contacts of 
EU foreign affairs chief Catherine Ashton with Russian foreign minister Sergei 
Lavrov. 
 
The two reportedly met last September to discuss the trade wars which Russia 
waged against countries in its neigbourhood, such as Moldova and Ukraine, but 
also EU member Lithuania. 
 
EU officials said they will continue to closely monitor developments in Georgia 
and Moldova, the two countries that initialed Association Agreements, coupled 
with Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreements (DCFTAs) at the Vilnius 
summit. 
 
#22 
Ukraine: Responding to a Meltdown 
by Andrew S. Weiss 
The National Interest, 5 December  
 
Andrew S. Weiss is vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace. He served on the National Security Council Staff, on the 
State Department's Policy Planning staff, and in the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense during the Clinton and George H.W. Bush Administrations. 
 
For all the talk about a geopolitical showdown over Ukraine with Vladimir Putin’s 
Russia, the Obama administration has largely been a bystander to the unfolding 



drama in Kyiv. That may change when the lead U.S. troubleshooter, Assistant 
Secretary of State for European and Eurasian Affairs Victoria Nuland arrives in 
Kyiv on Thursday [December 5]. 
 
With John Kerry and other European foreign ministers snubbing Ukraine’s 
hosting an OSCE ministerial, Nuland’s role is largely as a stand-in for her boss. 
Yet her presence raises important questions about the U.S. role in the crisis. 
Should the U.S. directly support the protesters on Maidan Square seeking the 
ouster of President Viktor Yanukovych as it did during the Orange Revolution in 
2004? Can the U.S. coax Ukraine’s leaders to revive the scuttled trade and 
association agreements with the EU while urging the unpalatable reforms needed 
to stave off a financial crisis? What is the most effective response to Russia’s 
heavy-handed treatment of its neighbors? 
 
For all the drama on Kyiv’s Maidan Square, formulating answers to these 
questions is no easy task. 
 
Consider the following. 
 
1. Yanukovych may not be going anywhere. 
 
So far, the Ukrainian regime has basically held together, and there’s no mistaking 
Yanukovych’s determination to stay in power at all costs. The government easily 
survived a vote of no-confidence in the Verkhovna Rada on December 3, and 
President Yanukovych felt comfortable leaving town for a previously scheduled 
visit to Beijing. Apart from a handful of defections in parliament, the cabinet is 
intact, and the security services and army have remained loyal. Perhaps most 
importantly, there are no signs that any of the oligarchs who control most of the 
Ukrainian economy are actively trying to bring down the government. 
 
Without a unifying leader or concrete political agenda, it’s far from clear that the 
opposition can convert people power into political power and break the standoff 
on the streets of Kyiv. Anger over Yanukovych’s resort to violence over the 
weekend may be widespread, but there are few signs of political upheaval from 
his political base in the more heavily industrialized eastern portions of the 
country. With Yanukovych’s longtime nemesis Yuliya Tymoshenko safely locked 
up three hundred miles away in Kharkiv, the protesters lack a charismatic figure 
as their standard-bearer. 
 
For their part, Nuland and other U.S. officials would be better off working quietly 
in the background, encouraging peaceful political dialogue, and supporting the 
search for a possible compromise. Muddling through is an art form in 
contemporary Ukrainian politics, and Yanukovych conceivably might make just 
enough concessions (say, by firing a few unpopular figures widely blamed for the 
violence) to hold on to his job and remain a viable candidate in the February 2015 
presidential elections. 
 



2. The U.S. is no longer a big player in Ukraine. 
 
Back in the 1990s, U.S. officials played an outsized role in Kyiv, supporting 
Ukrainian independence and helping steer the country through a series of 
economic near-catastrophes and contretemps with its powerful neighbor to the 
east. No longer. 
 
Throughout Yanukovych’s semiauthoritarian rule, U.S. policy has been to freeze 
high-level contacts. That means there is no rapport between top officials and little 
basis for U.S. officials to engage in serious wheeling and dealing at this juncture. 
(The two direct, and entirely symbolic, exchanges between Presidents Obama and 
Yanukovych occurred on the margins of nuclear safety summits in Washington in 
spring 2010 and Seoul in March 2012. John Kerry has met just once with his 
Ukrainian counterpart.) 
 
U.S. economic interests in Ukraine are also quite small. Total trade in 2012 was a 
puny $3.3 billion—roughly on par with Nicaragua. More recently, U.S. energy 
majors ExxonMobil and Chevron have struck deals on oil exploration in the Black 
Sea and shale-gas development onshore, but these efforts are in their earliest 
stages. 
 
3. The EU hasn’t exactly covered itself in glory 
 
Rather awkwardly, the U.S. finds itself playing second fiddle to EU leaders whose 
strategy toward Ukraine seems, at best, half-hearted and clumsy. The dirty secret 
is that the trade and partnership agreements that Yanukovych refused to sign last 
week did not enjoy strong support in major European capitals. With Ukraine 
burning through meager foreign-currency reserves to service its external debt, 
the endless wrangling over the EU’s heavily symbolic accords became, if anything, 
an increasingly unhelpful distraction. 
 
Moreover, the benefits from these EU-Ukraine agreements will only materialize 
over the long-term, as the country implements various administrative and 
regulatory reforms. They will do little or nothing to shield Ukraine’s economy 
from the effects of threatened Russian trade barriers or the punishingly high 
price that Ukraine pays for Russian natural gas to run its economy. And by 
insisting on the release of Tymoshenko from prison as a precondition for 
signature of the agreements in Vilnius, the EU introduced a poison pill that 
effectively made it impossible for Yanukovych to sign up. 
 
The question for U.S. policymakers now is whether Yanukovych’s very public 
snubbing of EU leaders has created so much embarrassment and bad blood in 
Brussels and other capitals that there’s a risk that the EU will find it hard to say 
yes if he eventually comes around. Let’s hope not. 
 
4. Russia may not hold as many cards as it appears. 
 



There’s no excuse for Putin’s brazen meddling in his neighbors’ affairs. Even 
lowly Armenia was also forced by Moscow to shelve its many-years-in-the-
making trade agreements with the EU and to join the Russia-led Customs Union 
in September. Yet the grandiose Eurasian Union project that animates most of 
Putin’s actions is still in its embryonic stages and far from popular with Russian 
voters loathe to subsidize much poorer neighbors. And it’s not immediately clear 
that Ukraine even intends to sign up. At this point, Yanukovych is mostly talking 
to the Russians about, well, talking. 
 
That fits with a long-standing Ukrainian policy of wheedling as much cash, 
credits, and concessions from the Russians as possible while keeping other, 
western-oriented options open. Clearly, Yanukovych badly miscalculated in his 
handling of the EU, but it’s understandable why he would want a deep discount 
on Russian natural-gas prices in lieu of politically suicidal requests from the IMF 
to raise prices on Ukrainian households. It’s also clear that neither he nor 
Ukraine’s oligarchs have any interest in becoming Russia’s vassals or signing over 
their sovereignty. 
 
Russian relations with its neighbors over the past twenty years are replete with 
this kind of maneuvering and bargaining. By all means, the U.S. can—and 
should—keep a watchful eye on developments and speak up for the right of 
countries like Ukraine to determine their own destinies and international 
partners. But we also need to recognize that entering into full-throttle geopolitical 
competition with Russia over its neighbors carries serious risks (cf. the disastrous 
effects of Bush administration’s relationship with Saakashvili’s Georgia in the 
run-up to the August 2008 war, or the bad blood engendered by the American 
military presence in Central Asia). 
 
The U.S. clearly has any number of important interests in the post-Soviet space 
and preserving these countries independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity. 
But we also should never lose sight that advancing them will require skillful 
diplomacy and a careful balancing act with Moscow, not just empty posturing, 
not just empty posturing about checking Russian neoimperialism. 
 
#23 
What The New Ukrainian Revolution Is Really About 
by Greg Satell 
Forbes.com, 8 December 2013 
 
When I posted an article last week about the importance of the current 
Euromaidan protests in Ukraine, I was surprised by how many comments posed 
the situation in terms of East-West relations, as if the Cold War was still a serious 
consideration.  Then, as the story gained traction in western media, it seemed 
that many so-called experts saw it the same way. 
 
That’s a gross misunderstanding of the situation.  The Cold War is over and has 
been for quite some time.  Ukraine, as well as Russia, is a market economy and 



has shown little interest in joining NATO or other political alliances. 
 
And that’s why we should all be watching Ukraine, because, while what’s 
happening there says very little about ideology or the grand chessboard of 
geopolitics, it says a lot about how technology has transformed the world and 
how we need to operate in it. 
 
We now live in a new age of disruption in which, as Moisés Naím puts it, “Power 
is easier to get, but harder to use or keep” and people in positions of authority, 
whether they be politicians or CEO’s, have far less control than they used to.  It is, 
in fact, complex networks of interests and influence, rather than traditional 
hierarchies that now determine events. 
 
The Truth About The Russian Resurgence 
 
Almost as soon Vladimir Putin took over,  Russia began an impressive economic 
resurgence.  GDP consistently grew in the high single digits, deficits turned to 
surplus, the central bank began to accumulate massive foreign currency reserves 
and its credit rating was once again considered investment grade. 
 
When I lived in Moscow in 2003, it was obvious that the country had gotten its 
confidence back.  It was common, especially when speaking in their native 
language rather than English, for Russian businessmen to talk about dominating 
Europe economically.  Clearly, the country was no longer the basket case it was in 
the 90’s. 
 
Yet even then there were signs that all was not well. Many of the economic gains 
were a function of rising oil prices—which increased from under $20 in the late 
90’s to a high of $140 in 2008—rather than any intrinsic productivity 
gains.  While foreign investment merely trickled in, capital flight soared, as 
wealthy Russians shipped their money out of the country as fast as they could. 
My impressions on the ground echoed the economic statistics.  Sure, there was a 
lot of money around, but it didn’t seem like the country was improving in any 
significant way.  Nevertheless, Putin felt flush and he was openly looking to flex 
his muscles. 
 
The Orange Revolution And The Euromaidan Protests 
 
By 2004, I had moved to live in Ukraine and, running the country’s leading news 
organization, found myself at the center of the Orange Revolution. Over the 
course of several weeks, millions of people took to the streets to overturn a 
falsified election. They prevailed, a new election was held and democracy was 
restored. 
 
Today, millions are once again taking to the streets, but for vastly different 
reasons.  There is no election at stake and no clear leader of the opposition. The 
issues at hand are largely about economics and corruption.  The protestors are 



braving the cold and tear gas not in the name of a political system or even a 
particular politician, but for the rule of law and open borders. 
 
Russia, of course, figures in, but not in the way most people think.  In 2004, 
when Russia was an economic juggernaut, many of the supporters of the 
Yanukovich regime talked explicitly about the benefits of having its wealthy 
neighbor as a benefactor. 
 
Orange supporters, on the other hand, were angered by Putin meddling in 
Ukraine’s affairs, but had no specific feelings about Russia as a country.  They 
simply refused to be dupes and demanded the right to choose their own leaders. 
The current Euromaidan protests are of a much different flavor.  Russia, now 
weakened by falling gas prices driven by fracking and a stagnation of oil, looms 
decidedly less large.  Europe is far more attractive, not because of political 
concerns, but economic ones and the standards that closer integration represents. 
In effect, the issue at hand is less about Russia resources than it is about 
Ukraine’s. 
 
The Economics Of Talent 
 
The first thing I noticed when I started doing business in Ukraine was the 
extraordinary talents of its people.  I had spent a long time in the region, but had 
never seen anything like it.  It was not unusual to hire a college student, who 
could speak five languages and perform econometric complex analysis, for 
$200/month.  Technical talent, particularly in web development, was especially 
impressive. 
 
However, as I learned managing Bigmir, the largest Internet business in the 
country, Ukraine’s talent was a double edged sword.  In order to compete for the 
best developers, we were often outbid by outsourcing companies, who were 
offering their services to international firms like eBay and Skype. 
 
During the 2008 financial crisis things only got worse.  As our ad revenues 
plunged, demand for developers only increased as international firms actively 
sought out the lower cost, but still high quality Ukrainian developers.  As we cut 
back in every other area, we had to increase our programmers’ salaries. We had 
no choice. 
 
Those same economic forces are only intensifying.  On Elance’s platform, Ukraine 
ranks number three out of all countries in the world for growth in freelancing 
earnings.  As technology diminishes the meaning of borders, ambition is 
becoming less national and more personal. 
 
And that is what’s bringing people out into the streets.  As more and more 
Ukrainians find themselves successfully competing in the world economy, they 
are increasingly tired of their country holding them back. 
 



What Lies Ahead 
 
The Euromaidan protests in Ukraine continue with no end in sight.  My friends 
on the square tell me that they haven’t seen crowds of this size since the Orange 
Revolution in 2004.  Yet, after his government survived a no confidence vote 
earlier this week, President Yanukovich shows no signs of surrender, either. 
 
Even if the government does fall, it’s not clear who would take over.  The current 
favorite is World Heavyweight Champion Vitaly Klitschko, but he lacks 
experience.  Another possibility is former Prime Minister Yulia Timoshenko, who 
still languishes in prison.  Some talk about businessman Petro Poroshenko, who 
is competent and pragmatic, but lacks a political base. 
 
Yet what is really important is not politics, but economics.  The consulting firm 
McKinsey forecasts that the shortage of talent in developed countries will only get 
worse in the years to come.  Ukraine, with its multi-lingual, highly skilled 
workforce has a lot to offer the world and its people will seek the higher pay and 
economic freedom that comes with integration. 
 
So, in truth, the Euromaidan protests have little to do with the past and 
everything to do with the future.  The people are not going out in the streets in 
support of ideology, but to join their colleagues in the rest of the world, where 
they can be judged on the quality of their work rather than the color of their 
passport. 
 
#24 
Mychailo Wynnyckyj’s EuroMaidan Diary 
Ukraine’s Revolution 
Sunday December 8, 2013 
 
Given the overwhelmingly positive reaction to the destruction of the statue of 
Lenin in Kyiv today that I have been reading on Facebook, I realize that this note 
may not be received well by all. My thoughts may be particularly controversial to 
friends from outside Ukraine. Before I get into details, let me state outright: I am 
NOT a fan of Lenin. I have always seen the presence of a Lenin monument in 
Kyiv (the city that I have called home for 12 years) as an insult to the memory of 
my grandfather who spent almost a decade in a labor camp in Siberia, and to my 
wife’s grandfather who lived through a similar sentence for “anti-Soviet 
activities”. Nevertheless, I am convinced that demolishing the statue TONIGHT 
was the wrong thing to do. 
 
At 1pm today, when my family and I arrived at Kyiv’s Independence Square, we 
were part of a crowd that was unprecedented in this country’s history. There were 
more people on the streets today than last week, and more than we ever saw 
during the Orange Revolution. Estimates of numbers range from 500 000 to 1 
million – in reality no one can really tell. 
 



Whereas last week (in my opinion) people were guided primarily by their 
emotional reaction to the Nov 30 beatings of students on Independence Square, 
today, people came motivated by a rational desire to be part of a revolutionary 
change. Last week, after most people dispersed from the day’s demonstrations, 
the night turned very ugly: first provocateurs attacked the police barricades in 
front of the Presidential Administration, and then the “Berkut” riot police reacted 
by beating everyone in their path (including journalists). This week, after the 
massive influx of people to Independence Square began to clear, again things got 
out of hand, with the Lenin statue bearing the brunt of the crowd’s anger. 
 
I don’t know the identities or allegiances of the provocateurs that orchestrated 
the demolition of the Lenin monument tonight. Svoboda activists are claiming 
responsibility, but the fact that police stood by and watched as the monument 
was destroyed is suspect. One thing I am sure of is that this event will be used by 
the Yanukovych regime as an excuse to strengthen police presence in Ukraine’s 
capital (if not to order forceful removal of demonstrators from the city center). 
Certainly, the video footage of the destruction of Lenin will be broadcast 
extensively by TV channels loyal to the regime in eastern and southern Ukraine 
(where Lenin is still considered an honorific historical figure) with ample 
Russian-language commentary as to the “neo-fascist” nature of the Euromaidan, 
and its “hooligans”. 
 
During the past week, I have read countless notes and messages from friends in 
the West (and from Ukrainians also) calling for “action” from the Ukrainian 
people. Clearly the demolition of Lenin will be welcomed by these “armchair 
quarterbacks” as a commendable example of such action. I guess in this mindset, 
other monuments should be demolished next. I have only one rhetorical question 
to ask in this context: how many monuments will need to be demolished in order 
to force Yanukovych to resign? Demolishing statues is not what this revolution is 
about: it is about regime change in the context of a national declaration of 
Ukrainians’ desire to be part of a European identity and community of values. In 
this context, Lenin is irrelevant – removing his statue should be one of the tasks 
of a new government, but not of vandals disguising themselves as 
“revolutionaries”. 
 
Lenin is a very strongly negative symbol for many in Ukraine (particularly in the 
West), but Lenin is also a part of the identity for another large section of the 
population in the eastern regions. Removing the statue of Lenin in Kyiv in an act 
of vandalism will only lead to national disunity – at a time when what is needed is 
the opposite: greater unity throughout the country. This was Lutsenko’s message 
from the stage today at the peak of the demonstration. I am convinced that other 
leaders of Ukraine’s political opposition understand the importance of national 
unity also. However, old ideologies sometimes may lead them to forget that they 
are being watched by the entire nation, and not just their own constituencies: at 
tonight’s press conference, while Klitschko was adamantly proclaiming that no 
political decisions had been taken to demolish the Lenin statue, Svoboda leader 
Tiahnybok found it very difficult to contain his elation. 



 
When Yatseniuk took the microphone he first joked about Lenin (brushing off the 
event), and then proclaimed his main message: Yanukovych is preparing the legal 
basis for a declaration of a state of emergency (i.e. legal suspension of all civil 
liberties, and enforcement of curfews through martial law). According to 
Ukrainian law, a state of emergency can be declared in a particular region or part 
of the country for a period of 60 days, and nationally for 30 days. These time 
periods may be extended for 30 days if deemed necessary by the President. In 
order to proclaim a state of emergency due to civil unrest, the President must 
provide a warning to protesters, and ask them to disperse peacefully. 
Simultaneously, he must table a bill in Parliament asking for confirmation by the 
legislature of his intention to declare a state of emergency, and this bill must be 
voted on within 2 days. Clearly, under present circumstances, the opposition will 
attempt to block any such vote, but given the now assured (after the Lenin statue 
incident) support of the Communist Party, it is unlikely that Yanukovych’s Party 
of Regions would have trouble gaining majority support for the President’s 
request. 
 
Today, Yatseniuk was clear: if a state of emergency is declared, ALL supporters of 
the revolution from all areas of Ukraine should descend upon Kyiv. Clearly such a 
massive influx of people would be difficult to control, but it would certainly 
constitute a real popular revolution that the opposition hopes would simply 
sweep away Yanukovych. I have little doubt that such mass movement of people 
on Ukraine’s capital would be met with bloody force, and would quickly 
degenerate into chaos. 
 
A more likely scenario (if Yanukovych resists the temptation to resort to mass 
violence) is an attempt to resolve the current political crisis through negotiation. 
Last week, EU and OSCE leaders called for “round table” discussions, and today, 
several commentators have suggested that such negotiations could be organized 
by one (or all three) of Ukraine’s past Presidents. Clearly negotiations represent a 
civilized way out of the current crisis, but there is a problem: who should 
represent the Euromaidan? Vitaliy Klytschko, Arseniy Yatseniuk, and Oleh 
Tiahnybok are leaders of three Parliamentary opposition parties, but they are 
certainly not considered to be the legitimate leaders of the protest movement by 
the protestors themselves. In fact, when the first protests began 2 weeks ago, 
students insisted that no political flags be present at their protest, and several 
politicians were denied opportunities to speak at their rallies. Negative attitudes 
to opposition politicians have softened somewhat during the past week, but none 
of the three party leaders has yet emerged as the voice of the Euromaidan. Nor 
has anyone else. 
 
The other problem with the “round table” scenario is the lack of basis for 
negotiations. The Euromaidan protestors are calling for the President’s 
resignation; legally this can only be achieved either voluntarily (according to the 
Constitution, a Presidential resignation must be personally proclaimed in 
Parliament) or through death; both variants are very unlikely. A “round table” 



negotiation with the regime might result in the arrest of Interior Minister 
Zakharchenko, the resignation of the government of Prime Minister Azarov, and 
even the freeing of political prisoners (certainly demonstrators arrested after the 
beatings on Dec 1 will be freed, but whether Yulia Tymoshenko will be released is 
still questionable), but it will certainly not result in Yanukovych’s resignation. 
Will the protestors on Euromaidan accept such a compromise? 
 
As was poignantly pointed out by one television reporter tonight: it is one thing to 
step forward as a leader of the Euromaidan, and quite another matter to gain 
control (respect, obedience) of the people gathered there. The Euromaidan itself 
is now an independent actor in Ukraine’s revolution, and its radical wings are not 
necessarily controlled or led by Ukraine’s thee-headed political opposition. That 
is a political factor that needs to be taken into account when looking at how the 
current crisis will end. 
 
The scenario according to which the current crisis is most likely to unfold, in my 
opinion, is one of long-term stand off. Both sides will try to gain some advantage 
during the coming weeks (months?), but the crisis will continue as a war of 
attrition. Short-term gains by Euromaidan protestors may include temporarily 
blocking some government buildings (in addition to the Cabinet of Ministers and 
Presidential Administration), and even an attempt to picket the Mezhyhiriya 
residence of President Yanukovych 17 km from the city center (this initiative was 
announced today as the next step in the protestors’ escalation plans, but it is 
unlikely that any such march will break through the multiple barriers of armed 
interior ministry troops along the way). The regime may try to clear the 
demonstrators from the Cabinet of Ministers’ building (the road in front of the 
building – a main traffic artery through the center of the city – was blocked 
tonight), but this will only increase the resolve of protestors on Independence 
Square. Whether the would-be revolutionaries will be able to survive in tents in 
Kyiv’s severe winter weather, and whether the government will be able to 
maintain some semblance of operations with its main buildings blocked are both 
open questions. 
 
Actually I am quite optimistic about the “stand-off” scenario because I’m 
convinced that this war of attrition is one that the regime will lose – although 
exactly how the loss will come is still unsure. The Euromaidan has logistical 
operations fully established; the stage is host to great musicians and speakers; 
greater numbers are gathering each week, and the atmosphere could not be more 
positive. Yesterday I was invited to give a lecture at something called the 
“Euromaidan University” – an initiative aimed at adding some intellectual 
content to the protests. Clearly we are in this for the long haul… 
 
On the other hand, the government is noticeably in crisis. It must manage an 
economy with a state budget that is bare. Its support in Ukraine’s capital is now 
in the single digits, and the fact that many national television broadcasts 
(including the popular 1+1 channel) have been neutral or supportive of the 
Euromaidan protestors indicates that loss of support in the regions is sure to 



follow. At the moment, the resolve of Azarov (at least publicly) is unquestionable. 
Yanukovych’s mood after his return from China, and meetings with Putin in the 
Russian town of Sochi on the return leg, are unclear. The next few days will be 
telling… 
 
God help us! 
 
Mychailo Wynnyckyj PhD 
Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 
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