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#1 
Ukrainian Government Survives Confidence Vote 
By David Herszenhorn 
New York Times, 3 December 2013 
 
KIEV, Ukraine — As protesters continued their siege of government buildings 
and occupation of a landmark plaza in this rattled capital, President Viktor F. 
Yanukovich survived a no-confidence vote on Tuesday after some lawmakers 
demanded the resignation of the government. 
 
The measure failed as members of the majority Party of Regions stood by Mr. 
Yanukovich and the government. 
 
The proposal, which needed 226 votes for approval, was backed by 186 
lawmakers; 5 voted no, 12 abstained and 135 did not vote. The tally suggested 
that while few wanted to be on record in support of the government, there was 



also no major revolt. 
 
Opposition leaders had insisted that the government resign over the refusal by 
Mr. Yanukovich to sign political and trade agreements with the European Union, 
and also over the use of force by the police in dispersing a crowd of several 
hundred from Independence Square early Saturday. 
 
“We demand the resignation of the government, the president and the minister of 
internal affairs,” Arseniy P. Yatsenyuk, the leader of the Fatherland coalition, said 
from the rostrum Tuesday. 
 
They settled on a resolution, approved overwhelmingly, to summon Prime 
Minister Mykola Azarov and the rest of the cabinet to Parliament. Mr. Azarov 
appeared in Parliament shortly before 1 p.m., where he apologized for the police 
violence and insisted an investigation was underway. He said that talks would 
resume next week with the European Union, though officials in Brussels said that 
the accords were not open for renegotiation, so it was unclear what could change. 
 
European Union officials have said that they remain willing to sign the accords 
with Ukraine, provided that Ukraine meets the previously agreed conditions. 
They have refused, however, to engage in three-way negotiations with Russia, as 
Mr. Yanukovich has proposed. 
 
Thousands of protesters, many of whom have remained in the city center since a 
huge rally on Sunday, marched to the Parliament building, which was shielded by 
lines of buses and deep columns of riot police. 
 
Carrying blue-and-yellow Ukrainian flags and occasionally chanting, “Glory to 
Ukraine! Glory to her heroes!” the protesters marched past the Cabinet Ministry, 
where other demonstrators continued to block the entrances in a seemingly 
successful bid to paralyze government offices. 
 
The Parliament can be a volatile body, with fistfights occasionally breaking out in 
the chamber. The proceedings on Tuesday, however, remained mostly civilized, 
with only intermittent shouting and occasional rude gestures. 
 
At one point during the proceedings, opposition lawmakers began chanting, 
“Revolution! Revolution!” Outside the Parliament building, protesters shouted, 
“Resignation!” and “Gang, get out!” 
 
Mr. Yanukovich, in a television interview on Monday night, criticized the unrest, 
especially the occupation of City Hall in Kiev, but sought to minimize the 
significance of the demands for his resignation. He said that opposition figures 
should wait until presidential elections in 2015 to challenge him. 
 
“I urge all politicians not to rush,” he said. “They are all still young, and they have 
everything ahead of them. Elections are coming. People will determine. Whoever 



is elected, so be it.” 
 
Mr. Yanukovich left on Tuesday for a visit to China where he was to participate in 
business development meetings. 
 
Many demonstrators, however, said that they would not relent until Mr. 
Yanukovich was ousted. “Our demand is impeachment of the president and 
dismissal of the government,” said Oleksiv Ivannikov, 35, a construction engineer 
from Kiev, who was in Independence Square, where demonstrators have blocked 
the plaza and established a small tent city. 
 
“I see no compromises here,” said Mr. Ivannikov. “How long should we go on 
compromising? When there is this brute force, what compromises can there be?”  
 
Oksana Lyachynska contributed reporting. 
 
#2 
Washington Post 
December 3, 2013 
Editorial 
Ukraine doesn't need another revolution 
 
THE DEMONSTRATIONS that erupted in Ukraine over the weekend are being 
compared to the 2004 Orange Revolution. They are directed at the same man: 
Viktor Yanukovych , who nine years ago was declared the winner of a rigged 
election and now has incited unrest by turning his back on an association 
agreement with the European Union. Ukraine, however, would not be well served 
by another revolution. What's needed is a peaceful political process that respects 
the country's constitution. 
 
Both Ukraine and Mr. Yanukovych are not what they were in 2004. Then the 
country was governed by a corrupt autocracy, and Mr. Yanukovych was the 
beneficiary of Russian-orchestrated electoral fraud. Now he is a democratically 
elected president with 16 months left in his term. Though his abrupt decision to 
drop the E.U. pact, under heavy pressure from Russian President Vladi-mir Putin, 
is passionately opposed by much of his country, Mr. Yanukovych still enjoys 
considerable support.  
 
His apparent reasons for abandoning the E.U. deal, which would have set the 
country on a course toward integration with the West, range from the politically 
expedient to the venal. He wished to avoid tough economic-austerity steps 
demanded by Western governments and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
in exchange for desperately needed loans, and he wanted to preserve the fortune 
reportedly accumulated by his family while he has been in office. By turning to 
Mr. Putin, he hoped to win an easy bailout and end the squeeze Moscow was 
applying to Ukrainian exports.  
 



Mr. Yanukovych's other short-term goal is to win reelection in 2015. That's why 
he rejected an E.U. demand that his chief opponent, Yulia Tymoshenko, be 
released from prison. His supporters also passed a law stripping eligibility from 
another opposition leader, Vitali Klitschko. 
 
A revolution is not the right response to this record. Demands by Mr. Klitschko 
and others for immediate presidential and parliamentary elections have 
questionable grounding in law. If Mr. Yanukovych is forced from power by street 
marches or other extra-constitutional means, Ukraine will be vulnerable to the 
endless turmoil that has afflicted other nations that removed elected leaders, 
including Thailand and Egypt. Europe's insistence on democratic standards will 
look hollow, and Mr. Putin, who regards both the Orange Revolution and the 
current protests as a Western plot, will likely escalate his meddling. 
 
The best solution to the crisis would be "round-table" political negotiations 
between the government and the opposition, which also followed the 2004 revolt. 
That would give Mr. Yanukovych the opportunity to address the source of the 
unrest by agreeing to set a new date for a E.U. agreement. If the parliament 
passes a vote of no confidence in the current prime minister and cabinet, the 
president could appoint replacements. European governments could step up to 
offer Ukraine aid in meeting its looming financial obligations, provided it comes 
to terms with the IMF. 
 
Ultimately, the way for Ukraine to settle the debate over its geopolitical 
orientation is through free elections. Opposition leaders should begin preparing 
to challenge Mr. Yanukovych and his followers next year - and Western 
governments should aim to ensure that the competition will be fair. 
 
#3 
Ukrainian protests deserve solidarity 
EU should punish officials complicit in violence  
Financial Times, Editorial, December 2, 2013  
 
It has long been clear that Viktor Yanukovich, Ukraine’s president, cares more 
about maintaining his grip on power than advancing the interests of the country 
he leads.  
 
It was almost certainly the president’s instinct for self-preservation that led him 
to spurn an EU deal that would have offered Ukraine access to European markets 
in return for political and economic reforms. The agreement was opposed by 
Russia, which sought to undermine it by threatening its neighbour with import 
restrictions and other forms of pressure. Vladimir Putin is thought to have made 
a rival bid for Mr Yanukovich’s allegiance in two closed-door meetings in recent 
weeks. Precisely what help Mr Putin might have offered, and at what price, 
remains unclear. Ukraine’s shrinking economy needs foreign aid if it is to avoid a 
balance of payments crisis before presidential elections that are due to take place 
in little more than a year. 



 
Responding to the snub, the EU stressed that the door remained open to Ukraine, 
while wisely resisting the president’s requests for further inducements. Yet a 
darker indication of Mr Yanukovich’s determination to stay in office came shortly 
after he left the meeting in Vilnius where the agreement was to have been signed. 
Over the weekend, peaceful demonstrators expressing their support for the EU 
deal were viciously attacked by police armed with truncheons and tear gas, and 
pursued down side streets when they tried to flee. 
 
This violence stands in contrast to the authorities’ restraint during the Orange 
Revolution of 2004. It demands a firm response, which should appeal to 
Ukrainian officials’ keen sense of self-interest. Senior government figures hold 
assets in the west, and educate their children in western schools. The EU should 
make clear that it will freeze the assets of anyone complicit in political violence, 
and that visa applications from such malefactors will be denied.  
 
The debacle will lead some to conclude that the EU should have offered terms 
that were more palatable to the politicians on whom it must rely to implement 
any deal. Such criticism is unfair. It was always going to be difficult to wrest 
Ukraine from Russia’s grasp, even with the support of the Ukranian people. A 
compromise would have betrayed the EU principles that a majority of Ukrainians 
endorse. Europe should now make clear that it will not stand by if Ukrainian 
authorities assault more people for expressing their agreement with its values. 

#4 
Ukraine’s Perfect Storm: How Far Will It Go? 
by Serhiy Kudelia 
PONARS Eurasia, 2 December 2013 
 
Over the first winter weekend, youth-led rallies across Ukraine, protesting the 
government’s decision to suspend the signing of an Association Agreement (AA) 
with the EU, have turned into a genuine revolutionary movement aimed at 
ousting the country’s president, Viktor Yanukovych. 
 
The immediate trigger for the current large-scale popular mobilization in the 
Ukrainian capital was the violent dispersal of several hundred mostly young 
protesters remaining on Kyiv’s Independence Square (Maidan) for an overnight 
rally. The videos of brutal beatings of peaceful protesters went viral on social 
media sites and were widely broadcast on Ukrainian television. 
 
In response, hundreds of thousands of protesters took over Maidan and adjacent 
streets pushing the law enforcement units out of the way. The opposition leaders 
called for the resignation of the government and the president and pledged to 
block access to government buildings until the authorities agreed to their 
demands. While this new popular mobilization produced immediate comparisons 
with the Orange Revolution, several crucial and potentially consequential 
differences are already clear. 



 
First, the Orange Revolution followed a long-term mobilization campaign 
planned and organized by the campaign managers of Viktor Yushchenko. It also 
had a clear aim – the recognition of Yushchenko’s election victory. In contrast, 
Ukraine’s “European Revolution” started as a more spontaneous reaction to a 
series of government actions with little preliminary planning and quickly 
changing goals. Once their preliminary demands to sign the AA during the 
Vilnius Summit were not fulfilled, the opposition leaders were ready to acquiesce 
and prepare for long-term low-level protest activity until the 2015 presidential 
election. However, the use of force by the riot police revolutionized the demands 
on the streets, pushing the opposition to take a more radical stance. Early 
presidential and parliamentary elections organized by a temporary coalition 
government have now become the opposition’s key goal. 
 
Secondly, political leaders played a central role throughout the Orange 
Revolution, while Yushchenko’s personal authority helped to ensure that all 
protest actions remained non-violent. By contrast, today’s grass-roots 
revolutionary movement in Kyiv has been openly suspect of political parties and 
often treats them as potential collaborators of the ruling elite. As a result, mass 
rallies yesterday, on Sunday, December 1, culminated in violent clashes with riot 
police near the Presidential Administration compound as numerous protesters 
ignored the calls of opposition MPs to stop their attacks. 
 
Similar to the “negative coalition” during the Orange Revolution, the current 
movement is diverse politically with both extreme nationalists and leftists 
protesting side by side. However, due to the lack of authoritative unifying figures 
leading the movement, it remains highly fractured and decentralized with small 
groups often acting on their own. The festive Orange Revolution-like atmosphere 
of the first days of protests was replaced with genuine anger and animosity 
towards law-enforcement and the country’s leadership. This opens up the 
potential for further escalation of violence in the coming days. 
 
Thirdly, the success of the Orange Revolution was partially due to a clear legal 
mechanism that opposition leaders used in order to achieve their goals. The 
Supreme Court’s decision opened the way for the third election round and 
allowed a peaceful and legitimate resolution of the standoff on the streets. This 
time, the opposition expects realignment in the parliament with a dozen of pro-
Yanukovych MPs potentially defecting. However, even if the opposition manages 
to form a new majority, it can only issue a vote of no-confidence in the current 
government - the president will ultimately decide whether to accept any 
resignations and who to appoint to the new government. The opposition-led 
parliamentary majority can only exercise veto power over some of the president’s 
decisions, like blocking the president’s nomination for prime minister. 
 
There are few legal mechanisms to oust the president or form a compliant 
government unless Yanukovych suddenly decides to cooperate with the 
opposition. Given the opposition’s revolutionized demands, such cooperation 



remains unlikely and the legal way out of the crisis is still unclear. This may 
further intensify pressure on opposition leaders to resort to extra-judicial actions 
in the near future. 
 
Fourthly, high-level elite negotiations were a crucial component allowing for a 
peaceful end to the Orange Revolution. These talks were possible due to 
international mediation and former-president Leonid Kuchma’s interest in 
ensuring his safe exit and maintaining his family’s business fortunes. With 
Yanukovych’s son accumulating over half a billion dollars in assets over the last 
three years, the president has a lot to lose from a revolutionary outcome. As does 
his key backer and the richest Ukrainian, Rinat Akhmetov, whose fortune tripled 
during Yanukovych’s presidency to over fifteen billion dollars. 
 
However, Yanukovych still has sixteen months of his tenure left and he can draw 
on the support in his core electoral regions in eastern and southern Ukraine to 
claim his continued legitimacy as president. Protests also do not represent a 
personal threat to Yanukovych at the moment given the continued loyalty of the 
law enforcement. 
 
So, if the talks do take place in the near future, Yanukovych is unlikely to accept 
any demands related to his immediate resignation. Anything short of this 
outcome, however, could now discredit opposition leaders among their own 
supporters. The least politically damaging compromise for the opposition could 
be the reinstatement of the parliamentary-presidential system with the 
government appointed by the opposition-led parliament determined to quickly 
sign the AA with the EU. Yanukovych would then remain a figurehead president 
committed to stepping down in 2015. However, this scenario would require a 
dramatic shift of power balance in favor of the opposition in the coming days in 
order to be seriously considered by the authorities. 
 
Finally, the events of the last week demonstrated the risks that autocrats face 
when resorting to the public use of force, something that Kuchma shrewdly 
avoided in 2004. Sudden repressive actions are even more likely to generate 
major popular backlashes in the current media environment, which is saturated 
with live video feeds and instant news coverage. 
 
In the 1989 revolutions in Central and Eastern Europe, the inability of leaders to 
instill fear and deter participation by raising the costs of protests meant a quick 
demise of their regimes. In Ukraine, much will depend on the consistency of 
opposition leaders, people’s commitment to remain on the streets, and 
acceptance of their demands by the so far silent majority in the eastern and 
southern regions. The coming week may prove decisive with Yanukovych’s 
scheduled visit to China creating a sense of power vacuum in the capital and 
raising uncertainty among the ruling elites. However, even if the authorities 
attempt and succeed with coercive demobilization now it will put Yanukovych’s 
political survival beyond 2015 in even greater doubt and make another electoral 
revolution against him almost inevitable.  



 
#5 
Euro Revolution in Ukraine 
by Anders Aslund 
Petersen Institute of International Economics, 2 December 2013 
 
The situation in Ukraine has turned from very tense to revolutionary. Indeed, the 
opposition to President Viktor Yanukovych is calling for his resignation and 
labeling their cause a “Euro Revolution.” On Sunday, December 1, hundreds of 
thousands of protesters seized control of a major public square in Kiev. With 
power thus lying in the streets, the next few days are likely to be decisive. 
Fortunately, Yanukovych has not yet declared a state of emergency, but it is 
doubtful whether he can restore control. While the democratic opposition seems 
set to take over, Yanukovych’s own camp appears unready to apply harsh 
methods to suppress their protests. It is difficult to see any way out for 
Yanukovych. 
 
On November 29, Yanukovych was supposed to sign the European Association 
Agreement in Vilnius, but, partly because of pressure from Russia, he failed to 
sign any document whatsoever in spite of good will from the European Union 
(EU). The opposition instantly cried treason and is asking for his impeachment 
and the sacking of the government under Prime Minister Mykola Azarov. 
The situation took a turn for the worse at 4:00 a.m. on November 30, when riot 
police cleaned out 300 demonstrators legally holding the fort at the 
Independence Square. Thirty-five were injured and 31 detained, although no 
demonstrator is even accused of having resisted. The official reason for the 
cleansing of the square was to raise a Christmas tree. Yanukovych lamented the 
violence, without really blaming the police, while the minister of interior 
apologized for having used excessive force. 
 
Three developments then occurred simultaneously. First, the opposition called 
for massive peaceful demonstrations and had hundreds of thousands of people 
out in the street on Sunday, and they succeeded in retaking Independence Square. 
The main slogans are now “The boar (Yanukovych) to the (Christmas) tree!” 
“Down with the gang!” “We do not forgive!” and “Revolution!” Interestingly, the 
EU ambassador and nine ambassadors from EU countries (notably, Poland, the 
Netherlands, the Czech Republic, Sweden, and Finland) joined the 
demonstration, clearly on orders from their capitals. The United States, the 
European Union, and various EU countries have condemned the violent action 
against peaceful and legal demonstrators. Major demonstrators are continuing in 
29 big cities in Ukraine. Nobody loves the European Union more than the 
Ukrainians. 
 
Second, Yanukovych’s chief of staff, Serhiy Lyovochkin, resigned, but 
Yanukovych refused to accept his resignation. Perhaps a score of senior pro-
Yanukovych parliamentarians, including several former ministers, are defecting 
to the opposition. Interestingly, two senior defectors belong to the camp of 



Dmytro Firtash, the second most important oligarch in the Yanukovych camp. 
Yanukovych’s party has only 207 seats out of 442 seats in the parliament, but it is 
usually supported by 32 communists and 35 non-affiliated parliamentarians. The 
opposition has 168 seats. He thus may lose control over the parliament, which is 
exceedingly flexible and opportunistic, always adjusting to the wind. The special 
forces of the Ministry of Interior in Lviv in western Ukraine refused orders to 
clean out demonstrators. On Monday, December 2, the regime seemed to try to 
calm down its own supporters. 
 
Third, the authorities have brought in a large number of hooligans, young men in 
masks and helmets. They attacked the riot police outside of the presidential 
administration building with a bulldozer and cobblestones. Despite their large 
numbers and full gear, the police made no resistance. It looked absurd on web 
television. Thirty journalists and 50 riot policemen were injured. Opposition 
leaders Petro Poroshenko and Vitaliy Klichko went to the scene and made clear 
that these were not their people. Similar events took place at the storming of the 
Kiev City Council and the attack on the Lenin monument. The opposition leaders, 
however, did occupy the headquarters of the trade unions. 
 
There are five evident leaders of the opposition standing together. They include 
the three party leaders. Klichko stands out as the leading presidential candidate; 
Arseniy Yatseniuk offers operative instructions; the nationalist Oleh Tyahnybok 
keeps quiet, but he is present. Former Minister of Interior Yuri Lutsenko, who 
was the agitator of the Orange Revolution, is the revolutionary leader.  
 
Poroshenko, a big businessman and former minister, seems the most resourceful 
organizer. His television channel covers the euro revolution in the same fashion 
as it covered the Orange Revolution. In the background, former Prime Minister 
Yulia Tymoshenko’s statements are read out from prison, where she is serving a 
sentence following her conviction in 2011 of politically motivated charges that she 
abused her power. These are highly experienced politicians. Their policy seems 
clear and united: General strike until Azarov and Yanukovych go. Block Kiev and 
all its administrative buildings, but do not storm them! The action must remain 
peaceful! Ukraine must join Europe! 
 
The regime needs to act fast. On Monday morning, the parliamentary speaker 
Volodymyr Rybak invited the leaders of opposition factions in the parliament for 
talks. They left quickly, arguing that they had nothing to talk about until the 
Azarov government had resigned and political repression ended. They notably 
insisted that Tymoshenko be released, as the European Union had earlier called 
on the government to do as part of the accession deal. 
 
There are reports of movements of interior troops from the south being sent to 
Kiev, but if Yanukovych were to declare a state of emergency, he might lose his 
parliamentary majority. If he does not call for an emergency, he is not likely to be 
able to restore his control. On Sunday, the Minister of Interior warned of the 
specters of Libya and Tunisia. 



 
Curiously, Ukraine is supposed to host the annual meeting of the Organization 
for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in Kiev on December 5–6. Can 
this important human rights organization really hold such a meeting with foreign 
ministers from the whole of Europe, including Russia? Yanukovych can hardly 
use force before or during this meeting. 
 
The main way out of the current crisis is for the regime to be ousted through 
defections from its ranks and for a roundtable negotiation to resolve the issues, as 
was the case during the Orange Revolution in December 2004. The revolution 
leaders are more experienced and more decisive than they were then, however. 
They already know how to take power, and one important lesson they learned has 
been to act fast and hard but peacefully. Therefore, they have now blocked the 
work of the government. Apparently, they want to force Yanukovych to sacrifice 
the Azarov government first and then negotiate his own departure. The demise of 
the Azarov government would naturally lead to the dissolution of the 
undemocratically elected parliament and new elections within three months. One 
worry is that the opposition may not be able to control its young hotheads. The 
greater concern is that the highly criminal Yanukovych regime will unleash 
serious violence, since it has nowhere to go but to prison if it falls. 
 
Once again as in 2004, the European Union is likely to provide mediation 
services. It can offer former Polish President Alexander Kwasniewski, EU 
Commissioner Stefan Fule, Swedish Foreign Minister Carl Bildt, and Polish 
Foreign Minister Radek Sikorski as possible mediators. All these senior 
politicians know Ukraine and all the current actors. Russia on the contrary would 
be left outside again. 
 
Economically, nothing good is likely to happen for a few months. Realistically, no 
effective government is to be expected for the next 3 to 4 months, and that hiatus 
might last for much longer. The following economic consequences appear likely: 
 
1. A general strike of 2 to 3 weeks will certainly hurt the economy, which was 
already set to contract by one percent this year. 
 
2. State revenues are bound to underperform, since tax collection in Ukraine has 
been very tough, and it is now set to ease. Meanwhile expenditures will rise as 
cost control eases. The total expected budget deficit for 2013 is already 8 percent 
of GDP according to JP Morgan. 
 
3. Naturally, until a new government has emerged, Ukrainian bond yields will 
rise and Ukraine will be excluded from international financial markets, which will 
lead to further reserve losses. The few stocks that are still traded are likely to sink. 
 
4. Russia has no reason to give any concession under these circumstances, since 
no Ukrainian government will be able to credibly promise anything. The expected 
Russian financing is unlikely to materialize. 



 
5. It would be surprising if this would not lead to a run on the banks and on the 
currency. The result would be both devaluation and substantial bank failures. 
Defaults on bonds of state-owned companies such as Naftogaz would be natural 
consequences. 
 
In the end, when Ukraine has got a government with some legitimacy, the 
European Union and the International Monetary Fund will have to get into 
fervent crisis management. 
 
#6 
“Today on December 2, 2013 in Dnipropetrovsk, a meeting of 5000 people was 
convened to support the president” 
by Anna Abakunova 
Ukrains’ki novyny, 3 December 2013 
[translated by Nykolai Bilaniuk for UKL] 
 
**Anna Abakunova received an honorable mention for her paper on “The 
Memory of the Rescue of Jews and Romani in Oral Narratives” at the 2013 
Danyliw Seminar, Chair of Ukrainian Studies, University of Ottawa, on 31 
October-2 November –DA** 
 
Today in Dnipropetrovsk a rally was organized in support of Yanukovych. All civil 
servants were herded in. Since my brother is a teacher of history and law at a 
secondary school in Dnipropetrovsk, the information I received is first hand. All 
the teachers were ordered to let the children skip the sixth and seventh classes of 
the day. The teachers themselves had to sign some papers that they would appear 
at a rally in Hloba Park. In answer to the question what would happen if one did 
not sign, management responded that one had better sign. Thus everyone 
appeared at the appointed hour at the designated location. There were several 
thousand people, that is all the government employees. Even teachers from 
nearby cities were brought in in an organized fashion - from Nikopol, 
Dniprodzerzhyns'k, and so on. Some left the meeting after 15-20 minutes, while 
others stayed to the end. MPs, agitators and all sorts of "supporters" the existing 
regime were around, keeping an eye on the proceedings. From the appearances 
by Mayor I. Kulichenko, Governor D. Kolesnikov, and A. Pshinko, the rector of 
Dnipropetrovsk National University of Railway Transportation, we can note a few 
key moments: They all expressed gratitude that the people have come to support 
the nonviolent strategy of the President (as if they came voluntarily as opposed to 
being herded in the first place, and secondly - it's a very interesting "non-violent 
strategy" that involves a cleanup by "Berkut"! ). Also, the above figures proposed 
that people support Yanukovych, who wants the country to work (although the 
it's OK for the work of the schools to be disrupted for this assembly), and he 
wants the people to live better. 
 
The question arises: What would have happened, if the people did not come? As 
my brother said, they would not have let us work in peace because there are 



always issues to latch onto, especially in work with students, but also in booking 
vacation time, and via many other techniques designed to prevent a person from 
performing work honestly. After all this country's leadership is from the Soviet 
era. Why are they picking on state employees? Obviously they receive their pay 
from the state, so the state considers these people as their slaves, their property, 
with which they can do as they wish. 
 
Interestingly, information concerning the fact that this gathering was practically 
mandatory (using psychological pressure and threats concerning the future) was 
made available to the central media, but television ignored it. Freedom of speech 
in Ukraine, as usual, seems impressive: Anyone can complain so long as there can 
be no consequences, but when there are concrete facts and propositions to be 
dealt with, they are at best just ignored, and at worst one is threatened to stay 
silent. 

Now Ukraine's leadership is trying to quiet everyone by claiming that the 
agreement with the European Union will be signed, but in their comments in 
social media fully aware individuals write that the West really does not 
understand that the people are revolting not "for the agreement with Europe", 
but against the current regime. In any kind of event of this nature, there is a 
superficial excuse, and there is the real underlying reason for it. So the agreement 
with Europe is serving as the excuse. 

Even at that there are two "buts". First, the opposition is focusing on a change in 
the cabinet, while the impeachment of Yanukovych is practically not under 
consideration. Second, who will come to power? The opposition, which is also 
feeding at the same public trough at the expense of the people? I must say for the 
sake of fairness that at the beginning of the Maidan of many of my friends 
received SMS messages from the opposition (mainly from "Svoboda"), which 
promised that for an hour of standing on the maidan in Dnipropetrovsk they 
would pay 50-100 hryvnia, and if they were subjected to beatings, 150 hryvnia. 
During the last few days such SMSes ceased because the people themselves got 
organized and there was no more need to prop up the Maidan artificially. 
Therefore, the methods of both sides are the same. 

Taras Chornovil proposed creating a party, or proposing candidates to the 
Parliament from the Maidan, but after reading a lot of social media and articles 
one can conclude that no one has any concrete plan of action. More precisely, 
they do have a plan how to remove the ruling party, but no one is thinking about 
how to build a new country afterwards. For now lustrations such as were carried 
out earlier in Romania, and radical overall of the ENTIRE leadership (not only 
the party and the president, but a complete reform of the police, courts, and all 
government structures) according to the Georgian model, have not yet gained 
popularity. No matter what agreements the country signs, and no matter how 
much credit it receives, it is pointless to hope for improvement if the state budget 
is disappears into somebody's pockets. 



What has changed since Soviet times in the methods used to carry the struggle? 
The rhetoric is the way it was, and the goals are clear only in a superficial way so 
that clever individuals won't ask too many questions. Once again the people are 
being used for political games, and that by both sides. But if the opposition's view 
in some respects coincides with the thinking of ordinary people, who are on the 
Maidan of their own accord and not for the money, then by contrast the politics 
of Yanukovych and his campaign are completely incomprehensible. One gets the 
impression that they only know how to apply physical force and moral pressure 
to people, but without any clear idea how to even try to improve the situation. 
The president is simply hiding somewhere and staying silent... One gets the 
impression that it is 1991 once again. Today on the Europe Square in 
Dnipropetrovsk there was a normal market where people sold clothes and shoes, 
just like in the early 1990's. According to a decision of the Dnipropetrovsk court, 
it is forbidden to gather at Europe Square for the purposes of protest, therefore 
the Dnipropetrovsk maidan moved to Hloba Park, where today they held that 
rally in support of Yanukovych... Thus we close the loop. Welcome to the nineteen 
nineties! 
 
#7 
Ukrainian Extra-Parliamentary Extreme Right Behind the Provocations at the 
Presidential Administration 
By Anton Shekhovtsov (Blog) 
1 December 2013 
 
A few extra-parliamentary extreme right groups took part in the attack on the 
President Administration in Kyiv today. Currently, there is no one reason to 
believe that these groups were somehow associated with the parliamentary 
radical right-wing Svoboda party or even with its paramilitary neo-Nazi units like 
C14. 
 
One of these groups is "Tryzub" (Trident), which was originally formed as a 
paramilitary unit of the Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists but then became an 
independent organisation. 
 
The second group is the "Maidan Action 'Right-Wing Sector'" (Aktsiia na Maidani 
“Pravyi sektor”), a movement formed on the social networking web-site VK. 
 
Also seen by the President Administration is Dmytro Korchyn'sky, leader of the 
"Bratstvo" (Brotherhood) party. Korchyns'ky is widely considered an agent 
provocateur, and his "Bratstvo" already took part in several actions that were 
meant to provoke police suppression of peaceful protests. Moreover, it is said that 
Korchyns'ky taught a course at the explicitly pro-Putin "Seliger" summer camp in 
Russia. 
 
The link between Korchyns'ky and the pro-Putin movement in Russia seems 
quite alarming. According to Inna Bohoslovs'ka, who has discontinued her 
membership in the ruling Party of Regions on the 30th of November, the 



provocations by the President Administration were orchestrated by the 
authorities and can be seen as part of the Russian strategy to instigate separatism 
in Ukraine, like the Russians did in Moldova and, more recently, Georgia. 
 
UPDATE 1: It seems that individual members of Svoboda and C14 took part in 
the attacks on the President Administration, but it seems that Svoboda's 
leadership did not sanction the attacks. Furthermore, Svoboda's leader Oleh 
Tyahnybok was one of the leaders of the opposition who tried to persuade the 
crowd by the President Administration to stop their actions and join the peaceful 
protests on Maidan. 
	  
#8 
Ukraine's Battle for Europe 
by Oleh Kotsyuba 
New York Times, 30 November 2013 
 
CAMBRIDGE, Mass. — On Nov. 21, summoned by a Facebook post by a 
journalist named Mustafa Nayem, more than 1,500 Ukrainians showed up in 
Independence Square in Kiev to protest their government’s decision to “pause” 
preparations for signing an association agreement with the European Union. The 
next day, more crowds gathered, in Kiev and other cities. Soon, the protesters 
numbered over 100,000. 
 
This month is the ninth anniversary of the “Orange Revolution,” which forced the 
authorities to annul the results of a contested presidential runoff and hold a 
revote. But in a country that has been largely apathetic for nearly a decade, no 
one could have expected such a strong reaction to a decision that would not even 
guarantee Ukraine’s full membership in the European Union — not even in the 
future. 
 
The government’s arguments against the agreement seemed reasonable enough: 
Russia was pressuring Ukraine to join a Russian-led customs union, and the 
country could not risk losing access to the Russian market, which would surely 
happen if it signed a free-trade deal with the European Union. 
 
Yet Ukrainians, despite poverty and cynicism, care. President Viktor Yanukovich 
had raised hopes for integration, and Parliament had passed measures that would 
move Ukraine toward compliance with the terms necessary to sign an association 
agreement and form a free trade zone with the European Union. Polls showed 
that a strong majority of Ukrainians supported integration with Europe, even in 
the East, the region most oriented toward Russia. 
 
The dashing of those hopes — formalized at the end of a two-day summit meeting 
in Vilnius, Lithuania, on Friday — comes as a bitter disappointment. 
 
The protesters have at times called for resignations, impeachments and new 
elections. But what’s most striking is their association of Europe with a set of 



values that results in absence of corruption, a strong social safety net, an 
inclusive health-care system, fair wages, a stable currency and a responsible 
government that delivers reliable services and treats citizens with respect. For 
them, these were even more valuable than the tangible benefits of joining the 
E.U., like the right to work in other European countries and the prospect of big 
European investments in Ukraine. 
 
The 20- to 40-year-olds protesting today are the first generation to be fully free of 
the grip of the Cold War’s totalitarian heritage. They were disappointed by the 
failure of the last president, Viktor Yushchenko, whom the Orange Revolution 
brought to power, to fight corruption, reform the government, remove barriers to 
entrepreneurship and bring the country closer to Europe. 
 
This generation watches little TV, gets its news and entertainment online, and, 
until now, has mostly avoided politics. The organizers of the recent protests took 
advantage of this. Amateur broadcasting on Ustream and YouTube quickly 
spread news of the events. Independent, crowd-funded radio and television 
networks used the same low-budget streaming technology to deliver live content 
from an attic apartment in Kiev. Every movement of the unpopular Berkut (the 
Ukrainian special forces) was closely followed on Facebook and Twitter; 
supporters were mobilized to defend tents erected by protesters. 
 
The protesters also insisted that the political parties have no overt role — from 
uniforms to banners to speeches — in the demonstrations. They didn’t want to 
play into the hands of the government, which would have claimed that the 
protests were merely a political attempt to undermine it. 
 
Still, it remains to be seen whether the pro-European movement will survive 
these efforts. Representatives of various rightist parties — including Svoboda, 
whose nationalist, xenophobic, anti-intellectual and homophobic messages have 
frustrated European-minded Ukrainians in the past — were embedded in the 
protests early on. 
 
The protesters express their Europeanness frequently, with excitement, and often 
touchingly: They emphasize politeness, friendliness and cleanliness. Why? 
Because this is “the European way.” Everything else is perceived as backward, 
inconsiderate and annoying — in short, it’s “sovok,” or the dustbin, a euphemism 
for the disappointing post-Soviet state. 
 
More conservative Ukrainians have a different view. They’ve lumped together 
tolerance, nondiscrimination and openness into the term “tolerasty,” a neologism 
that suggests that those who are oriented toward the West are weak, decadent 
and dangerous. Sexuality is a hot-button issue: To join the Union, Ukraine would 
have to prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. 
 
According to this view, the promotion of so-called European values would lead to 
the annihilation of the Ukrainian family. This is a powerful discourse. For 



decades, religion, speech, language and culture were suppressed in Ukraine. The 
horror of tragedies like the famine of 1932-33 were never confronted. 
 
The activists are very much aware of the power of these scare tactics. With their 
apolitical messages, they are trying to alleviate the fears of a post-Soviet society 
that has only begun to grapple with the traumas of its past. 
 
They have been inspired by prominent intellectuals, like the political philosopher 
and essayist Mykhailo Minakov, who has called on the protesters to heed the 
lessons from the Orange Revolution: peaceful demonstrations, generational and 
cultural solidarity, ideological neutrality and reintegration around European 
ideals as a counterbalance to nationalist and separatist impulses. 
 
Even if they don’t succeed in pushing Ukraine’s leaders toward Europe, the 
activists are continuing the work of building a nonviolent, nonideological 
movement of justice and solidarity. 
 
The strength of the fragile civil society that these activists are helping to build will 
be most tested not in the streets, but back home, where liberal values will be 
challenged every day, after the current battle for them is won, or lost. 
 
Oleh Kotsyuba is a doctoral candidate in Slavic languages and literature at 
Harvard and the online editor of Krytyka, an intellectual journal in Ukraine. 
 
#9 
A Historic Moment to Change the Constitution, Abolish the Elected Presidency, 
and Elect a New Verkhovna Rada 
 
Andreas Umland 
 
Department of Political Science 
Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 
http://umland.livejournal.com/67797.html 
 
Perhaps, the most important news today is the deepening split in the Rada 
faction of the Party of Regions.  
 
Such a re-alignment of the Rada factions may open the way to new elections and 
the installation of a provisional coalition government between the Rada's Firtash 
people and opposition parties, until a newly elected government is in place. I 
would strongly recommend taking advantage of this historic moment to do the 
following three things: 
 
(1) Collect 300 deputies to change the Constitution and abolish the office of an 
elected presidency altogether. The current presidency is, in any way, not fully 
legitimate as Yanukovych was elected under the 2004 Constitution in winter 
2010, but has been enjoying powers according to the 1996 original version, since 



summer 2010. 
(2) Replace the current elected President with a powerless figurehead President 
elected, for instance, by the Verkhovna and Oblast Radas together. 
(3) Elect popularly only a new Verkhovna Rada - and no new President - as soon 
as possible. 
 
This somewhat counter-intuitive advice is based on the findings of a variety of 
qualitative and quantitative studies (e.g. Steven Fish in the "Journal of 
Democracy", and Moestrup/Elgie "Semi-Presidentialism..."). These 
investigations have found that parliamentary systems are far better suited for 
young democracies than presidential or semi-presidential systems which tend to 
produce political instability. This advice is also in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Venice Commission of the Council of Europe of which 
Ukraine is a member. Another advantage of such a solution may be that it should 
be acceptable to the Party of Regions which would get a chance to be part of the 
new system - avoiding a dangerous zero-sum game between the current 
legislature and executive. 
 
#10 
On Violence 
by Ivan Katchanovski 
University of Ottawa 
[posted on Facebook, 2 December 2013—the title is mine –DA] 
 
Putting the recent mass protests in Ukraine into an academic perspective II: This 
analysis, which is based on my academic research and close following of the 
protests online, is unlikely to be published or reported by the Ukrainian or 
Western media, whose coverage of the mass protests is again politicized and 
often presents selective or unreliable information.  
 
Combined numbers of anti-Yanukovych protestors in entire Ukraine over the last 
several days can be preliminary estimated at a few hundred thousand people, 
making their overall scale comparable with the anti-Yanukovych protests during 
the "Orange Revolution." Media reports and telephone interviews with local 
residents in Lutsk indicate that, in addition to Kyiv, mass anti-government 
protests took place in many regional centers there. The analysis of the same 
sources indicates that large numbers of people from Western Ukraine, specifically 
Galicia and Volhynia, left to Kyiv to participate in the mass actions of the protests, 
and they constituted large proportions of demonstrators, specifically during the 
biggest 100,000 strong rally on the Independence Square on Sunday. Residents 
of Kyiv city and the Kyiv region, including students and migrants from Western 
Ukraine, likely constituted the largest group of the protestors. Anti-government 
protests were much smaller or absent in more populous cities in Eastern, Central, 
and Southern Ukraine, with the notable exception of the Kyiv city. While the 
special police forces used to brutally disperse demonstrators were predominantly 
from Eastern and Southern Ukraine, many militia commanders and government 
officials in Western Ukraine openly sided with the mass protests and stated that 



they would refuse to obey any orders from the Yanukovych government to 
suppress protests. The mass protests again highlighted the regional political 
divisions in Ukraine.  
 
The Ukrainian media, starting from Ukrainian pravda and ending with oligarch-
controlled Inter and 1 Plus 1, largely became cheerleaders of the mass protests 
often disseminating speculation that attributed the violent attacks only to the 
Korhynsksy's Bratstvo or unknown provocateurs, while suppressing evidence of 
the involvement of radical nationalist and neo-Nazi organizations, and neo-Nazi 
and radical nationalist groups of football fans in the violent incidents among 
largely peaceful protests, and inflating the numbers of the anti-government 
demonstrators during the biggest rally on Sunday. Inter, which is controlled by 
Firtash, whose deputies deserted the Yanukovych Party of Regions, claimed more 
than 1 million protestors and propagated statements by opposition leaders, 
specifically Tyahnybok, and speculative analysis of videos to attribute the violent 
attack on the presidential administration to provocateurs.  
 
There are many similarities of the current protests with the "Orange Revolution," 
including the use of the term "revolution" or “Euro-revolution,” even though this 
mass protest movement, like its Orange predecessor is unlikely to result in 
fundamental revolutionary changes in Ukraine or Ukraine joining the EU. The 
key difference is that now, in contrast to a peaceful "Orange Revolution," first the 
Yanukovych government, and then a radical wing of the opposition protestors 
resorted to violence. This development sets a potentially dangerous precedent in 
Ukrainian politics, which, in contrast to most other post-Soviet countries, such as 
Russia, Armenia, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan, 
managed to avoid violent internal conflicts. 
 
#11 
Ukraine and the European Union 
Day of the Gangster Pygmy 
The Economist, 30 November 2013 
 
Why, despite the appearance of defeat, Europe might have won the battle of 
Ukraine 
  
HISTORY, as every schoolboy knows, is often shaped by the courage, zeal and evil 
of titanic leaders. Less famously, it is sometimes swayed by the venality and self-
interest of pygmies. That is frequently the case in the countries of the former 
Soviet Union, and seemed this week to be the tawdry fate of Ukraine. Viktor 
Yanukovych, its president, decided against signing a trade deal with the 
European Union. In the process he appeared to hand victory to Vladimir Putin in 
a struggle with the EU over Ukraine’s geopolitical orientation. Yet for all the 
dismay he caused, this might prove a better outcome than it looks—if the 
Europeans stick to their guns. 
 
“I want to live in Europe”, proclaimed some of the placards waved in Kiev this 



week. By many historical measures, Ukrainians already do: parts of their country 
once belonged to Poland and Austria-Hungary. Mr Yanukovych nevertheless 
turned his back on the agreement he was due to sign at a summit in Vilnius 
(see article). Facing an election in 2015, and desperate for cash to prop up an 
economy he has helped to ruin, he looked instead to Russia, which he hopes will 
offer cheap gas and loans with few conditions and little awkward oversight. He 
may (or may not) join a rival customs union that Mr Putin is pushing. The terms 
of Russia’s offer are murky—and Mr Yanukovych is now trying to placate the 
EU—but however he dresses it up, this was plainly a choice made more in his own 
interests than in his country’s. 
 
His slipperiness is, ironically, one reason not to be too downbeat. Had he signed 
the EU deal, Mr Yanukovych would probably have reneged on its terms, at the 
same time using the union’s imprimatur as evidence of his respectability. 
Moreover the EU has—just—emerged from this squabble without seriously 
compromising its attachment to the rule of law and human rights. Having 
unwisely been drawn into a tug-of-war with Russia, it was tempted, for example, 
to ditch its demand for the release of Yulia Tymoshenko, the opponent whom Mr 
Yanukovych has imprisoned. Doing so would have suggested to both current and 
aspirant members of the EU that its talk of rules and democracy was so much 
cant. 
 
To those who wait 
 
The other reason to be upbeat is the reaction of Ukrainians. Tens of thousands 
went onto the freezing streets in protest—an uncomfortable reminder, for Mr 
Yanukovych, of the orange revolution of 2004, itself provoked by a bid to rig a 
presidential vote in his favour. Back then, Ukrainians were demonstrating for 
clean government and fair elections. Most have since concluded that integrating 
with the EU is their best hope of achieving them. (Note to Mr Putin: few people 
freely demonstrate for sleazy authoritarianism.) 
 
It is far better for the EU that the backlash against Mr Yanukovych comes from 
the streets of Kiev rather than from Brussels. But the Europeans can still help. To 
begin with, they should threaten and enact severe penalties if he uses force 
against protesters (as his side might have done in 2004, had outsiders not 
intervened). Travel bans and frozen bank accounts have proved effective weapons 
against post-Soviet kleptocrats. If he attempts yet another east-west auction of 
his country, the Europeans should be firmer in their principles: offering 
inducements only increases his leverage with Mr Putin. They must remember 
that, in their values and reputation, they have more at stake than Mr Putin ever 
could. 
 
The sad reality is that Ukraine’s politics are too dysfunctional to expect much 
European integration soon. Mr Yanukovych—whose rap-sheet features cronyism 
and claims of media harassment, alongside election-rigging and the selective 
incarceration of his enemies—has lost his chance to swap a gangster’s reputation 



for a statesman’s. He has probably made his cherished re-election less, rather 
than more, likely. But he is not the whole problem. Ukraine’s current generation 
of leaders rose to power in its first, cut-throat decade of independence, and seem 
to regard government jobs and policies as assets to be milked. And the milkers 
include Ms Tymoshenko’s orange revolutionaries, whose hypocrisy, greed and 
back-stabbing brought Mr Yanukovych to power. 
 
The demonstrators in Kiev trust none of them and have no real leaders. Until new 
ones emerge, the West should concentrate on the Ukrainian people. That means 
kinder visa arrangements, more exchange visits for Ukrainian students, support 
for pro-democracy groups and election-monitoring. The EU must show the 
protesters that their feelings are reciprocated, even if their rulers are too myopic 
to share them. 
 
#12 
Joint Statement by Foreign Ministers Radek Sikorski and Carl Bildt of Poland 
and Sweden 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Poland Website, 1 December 2013 
 
As the initiators of the Eastern Partnership, we are impressed that so many 
Ukrainians are braving the cold to protest their President's abrupt decision to 
withdraw from signing the Association Agreement with the European Union. 
 
The European Union remains prepared to sign the agreement as soon as 
President Yanukovych is ready to do so, and has pledged to help Ukraine 
implement its provisions. But in the absence of any evidence of economic reform, 
we will not be drawn into a meaningless bidding war over Ukraine’s future. 
  
We agree with Presidents Van Rompuy and Barroso: “It is up to Ukraine to freely 
decide what kind of engagement it seeks with the European Union. We therefore 
strongly disapprove of the Russian position and actions.’  We join them in 
expressing our support for Ukraine’s sovereignty. 
  
We urge all to keep protests in Kiev peaceful. The peaceful nature of the protest is 
a true manifestation of European determination.  We are convinced that the 
Ukrainian people will realise their dream of a European future. 
  
Minister Radosław Sikorski Minister Carl Bildt 
 
#13 
Ukraine’s Future in Peril under President Yanukovych 
by David J. Kramer 
Washington Post, 2 December 2013 
 
David J. Kramer is president of Freedom House 
 
During the Orange Revolution nine years ago, hundreds of thousands of 



Ukrainians took to the streets, outraged by a rigged election that would have 
elevated then-Prime Minister Viktor Yanu-kovych to the presidency. Their efforts 
forced a rerun of that election and led to his defeat. Yanukovych, however, made 
a political comeback and narrowly won the presidency in 2010. 
 
Today, he is once again the target of many Ukrainians’ ire, this time for spurning 
the European Union by deciding not to sign association and free-trade 
agreements at last week’s Eastern Partnership Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania. In 
so doing, Yanukovych placed his personal interests above those of his country, 
and many Ukrainians have decided, as in 2004, that they have had enough of his 
corrupt and increasingly authoritarian rule. 
 
October polling found that more than three times as many Ukrainians supported 
signing agreements with the European Union than aligning with Russia. Threats 
from Russian President Vladi-mir Putin to cut off trade and gas gave Yanukovych 
cover to opt out of the E.U. deals, but the tactics galvanized support among 
Ukrainians for the agreements. However, Putin’s threats do not explain the real 
reason Yanukovych rejected the E.U. deals. 
 
Yanukovych has never cared about integrating his country into Euro-Atlantic 
institutions unless it would help him personally. After defeating his arch rival, 
former prime minister Yulia Tymoshenko, Yanukovych and his family used their 
rise to power to enrich themselves. Last year, “family-ization” became the term 
widely used in Ukrainian political circles to describe the alleged massive 
corruption by the Yanu-kovychs. One of the president’s sons, trained as a dentist, 
became one of Ukraine’s hundred richest people in 2011; one can only imagine 
his unreported income — and that of his relatives. 
 
Yanukovych has more than a monetary interest in retaining power. Were he to 
surrender his office, he, his sons and others in his close circle could be 
investigated and even prosecuted. He might switch places with Tymoshenko, 
whom Yanukovych had jailed in 2011 after a widely condemned prosecution for 
abuse of power. 
 
Still haunted by Tymoshenko’s role in the 2004 Orange Revolution, Yanu-kovych 
has sought to prevent her from ever again posing a political challenge to him. 
When E.U. officials insisted that Tymoshenko be pardoned or at least released on 
humanitarian grounds because of debilitating back problems, Yanukovych 
declined. 
 
Just days before the Vilnius meeting, he accused E.U. leaders of meddling in 
Ukrainian affairs and argued, according to Reuters, that Tymoshenko’s 
imprisonment should not hold up the deals: “  ‘The [Ukrainian] courts, which she 
has been evading and thereby obstructing justice, should give the answer. What 
does the European Union have to do with this? Is the European Union a court?’ 
Yanukovych said in a televised interview.” 
 



The European Union was right to insist on Tymoshenko’s release as a condition 
of the agreements. This is less about her situation than about Yanukovych’s use of 
selective prosecution to eliminate perceived political threats. To undermine a 
challenge from boxing champion Vitali Klitschko,  who declared his run for the 
presidency in October, Yanukovych pushed through his rubber-stamp parliament 
legislation that would bar the candidacy of anyone who has lived and paid taxes 
in another country. Klitschko, who lived in Germany during his boxing days, is 
thought capable of defeating Yanukovych in a runoff. 
 
Eliminating the second round of presidential voting is Yanukovych’s next priority, 
as polling has shown that he would lose to Klitschko in a second round but could 
win a plurality in a first round if a disjointed opposition splintered the protest 
vote. His low approval rating — around 20 percent — is likely to be damaged by 
his recent decisions; imprisoning his opponents and disqualifying them from 
political competition have become Yanu-kovych’s only viable options for staying 
in power. 
 
This week Ukraine is to host the ministerial meeting of the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe. E.U. foreign ministers should follow the lead 
of Secretary of State John Kerry, who rightly decided not to attend. Those 
Western officials who travel to Kiev should skip the formal meetings and appear 
among the protesters to show solidarity. They also should make clear that the 
government’s use of force against protesters — authorities violently broke up 
several demonstrations over the weekend — would kill any possibility of future 
agreements with Europe as long as Yanukovych remains president. Such actions 
also should trigger targeted sanctions along the lines of the Magnitsky legislation 
that the United States passed to hold accountable Russian officials involved in 
gross human rights abuses. 
 
Targeted measures against Ukrainian officials, including Yanukovych and his 
sons, may be the only way to prevent further bloodshed, to secure Tymoshenko’s 
release, to reverse the legislation that bans Klitschko from running for president 
and to renew Ukraine’s hopes for integrating with the West. Such measures 
would also send a strong message of support to the hundreds of thousands of 
Ukrainians who have been protesting Yanukovych’s second attempt in a decade 
to hijack Ukraine’s future. 
 
#14 
The Basket Case 
One of Europe's biggest countries is on the verge of economic collapse 
by Anders Aslund 
Foreign Policy, 26 November 2013 
 
Recently, a big investment bank invited me to give a talk about the Ukrainian 
economy. I was happily surprised to find 300 interested fund managers in the 
hall, showing that Ukraine is a current focus of hedge-fund managers. The 
present Ukrainian intrigue is thick, involving the International Monetary Fund 



(IMF), the European Union (EU), and, of course, Russia. The United States, by 
contrast, is strangely absent from this drama. 
 
For years, the Ukrainian government has pursued a disastrous economic policy, 
rendering a serious financial crisis possible or even likely. The outlook for 
Ukraine's economy looks even worse now that Ukraine's leaders have put the 
brakes on a planned agreement to deepen cooperation with the European Union. 
The last-minute decision by Ukraine's president, Viktor Yanukovych, to cancel 
the signing of an Association Agreement with Brussels is being widely attributed -
- not least by Yanukovych and EU officials themselves -- to pressure from Russia, 
which has been threatening Ukraine with draconian sanctions if the country does 
sign the EU agreement. This drama deserves wide attention. 
 
Like most former Soviet states, Ukraine is subject to predatory rule. Its masters 
have two predominant objectives: to maintain power and enrich themselves. In 
February 2010, Viktor Yanukovych won free and reasonably fair presidential 
elections with a narrow margin over then-Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko. He 
represented the Russian-speaking electorate in eastern and southern Ukraine, 
while Tymoshenko found most of her support in the Ukrainian-speaking west 
and center of the country. This balance between West and East has kept Ukraine 
more open and pluralist than Russia. 
 
Most of all Yanukovych represents the interests of a limited number of big 
businessmen in Donetsk, his eastern home region and its metallurgical industry. 
President Yanukovych started off with full control of parliament, government, 
and the courts. His first government represented nine big business groups, but he 
quickly reduced their number to three. Instead, friends of his son Oleksandr have 
come to dominate the government since December 2012. These young 
businessmen from Donetsk hold all key economic posts in the government, 
including first deputy prime minister for economic affairs, finance minister, and 
chairman of the central bank. 
 
With full control over courts and law enforcement, Yanukovych utilizes them at 
will, not least for jailing opposition leaders. In August 2011, the law enforcement 
authorities arrested Yulia Tymoshenko, his main opponent in the 2010 
presidential election. She was subsequently sentenced to seven years in prison for 
abuse of power in a blatantly flawed court proceeding. 
 
Yanukovych started his presidency by adopting an ambitious structural reform 
program in June 2010. It was in line with an independent presidential reform 
program commission that I co-chaired. One month later, the president concluded 
a stand-by agreement with the IMF of $15 billion for two and a half years. Within 
a month, his government complied with the sensible prior actions required by the 
IMF, and Ukraine received the first two tranches of this loan of a total of $3 
billion. 
 
Yet by November 2010 reform had already ground to a halt. The turning point 



was the adoption of Ukraine's first tax code, which taxed more than a million 
small businessmen out of existence. After protesting vehemently for a month, 
many of those affected closed shop. The tax code was all the more beneficial to 
large businessmen, because it facilitated transfer pricing, enabling them to 
transfer their profits to trade companies in Cyprus without paying any tax. As a 
consequence, the tax code also devastated the Ukrainian stock exchange, which 
has fallen starkly during Yanukovych's years in power and almost disappeared 
because of ever worse corporate governance. 
 
Yanukovych's economic policies have stayed off track. In February 2011, an IMF 
mission agreed three key conditions for the government, but the government has 
not fulfilled them as yet. Sensibly, the IMF continues to insist upon them. 
The most important IMF condition requires the government to hike domestic gas 
prices. The Ukrainian state oil and gas company Naftogaz imports natural gas 
from Russia for over $400 per 1,000 cubic meters, but the government insists on 
purchasing natural gas produced in Ukraine for only $53 per 1,000 cubic meters, 
keeping domestic gas production artificially low while subsidizing purchases of 
Russian gas. Naftogaz sells gas to consumers and utilities at similarly low prices, 
but the purchased and sold quantities do not add up. Somebody is buying gas at 
the low regulated price and selling it at the higher market-oriented price, making 
fortunes on this arbitrage. We do not know who benefits, but Yanukovych has 
adamantly opposed raising these prices. These price disparities cost Naftogaz 
losses of 2 percent of GDP each year, which are ultimately financed by the state 
budget, that is, the taxpayers. 
 
The second IMF condition is to reduce the budget deficit. Instead, Yanukovych 
has let it expand due to a variety of populist social expenditures. Competitive 
public procurement has basically ended. Large public contracts are distributed 
among cronies, and the kickbacks or overpricing reported by the independent 
media that still exist is often 50 percent of the contract. Yet no legal measures are 
undertaken against the senior officials who indulge in this large-scale 
embezzlement. This year, the budget deficit is likely to reach at least 6 percent of 
GDP, and the public debt is set to exceed 40 percent of GDP, which might be 
more than Ukraine can bear. The Ukrainian government could ignore IMF 
demands because it could borrow on the international Eurobond market at ten-
year yields of 7.5-9.5 percent, but now these yields have risen to 12-13 percent, 
depriving the Ukrainian government of access to the international capital market. 
 
The third IMF condition is that Ukraine introduces a more flexible exchange rate, 
which is a code word for depreciation. The exchange rate of the Ukrainian 
hryvnia is pegged at too high a level. As a consequence, last year Ukraine's 
current account deficit was 8.2 percent of GDP, and it is likely to be about the 
same this year. In September 2011, Ukraine's international reserves peaked at 
$38 billion. Since then, they have steadily shrunk to the present level of $20.6 
billion, corresponding to only 2.6 months of imports, and they are set to contract 
further. The general market expectation is a depreciation of the hryvnia, which is 
reflected in the low and falling ratings of outstanding Ukrainian loans. 



 
Rather than following its commitments to the IMF, the Ukrainian government 
has imposed strict currency regulations, to make it exceedingly difficult to take 
money out of the country. It has also pursued very high interest rates. Last year, 
posters with the picture of Gerard Depardieu promised 19.5 percent interest on 
one-year time deposits in a Ukrainian savings bank. The high interest rates have 
kept inflation at zero, but they have also killed investment and thus liquidated 
economic growth. Output has fallen for the last five quarters. The expected 
contraction for 2013 is now 1 percent, but it might become 1.5 percent. 
 
It is difficult to imagine a worse economic policy. A visit by the IMF Mission in 
October yielded a concluding press release that shocked those accustomed to 
the Fund's usual diplomatic bromides. The statement said that the Fund 
continues to insist on a more flexible exchange rate, "ambitious fiscal 
consolidation," and reform of the markedly inefficient energy sector. The only 
positive note in the statement involved some minor improvements in the 
business environment, such as simplified procedures for construction 
registration of real estate ownership rights. "Much remains to be done, however," 
the communiqué pointedly noted. 
 
Yet all relevant top officials from the prime minister down met with the IMF 
mission, showing that the Ukrainian government is anxious to keep the Fund 
fully informed and the doors to the IMF open, so that they call for support on 
short notice. When needed, the IMF can provide Ukraine with emergency 
financing within a month, but then the government has to fulfill all the IMF top 
conditions in advance. 
 
Instead of taking IMF demands at face value, the present Ukrainian government 
treats the IMF as a public relations issue. The young Ukrainian economics 
ministers go to Washington as often as they can get an appointment with top IMF 
officials. They hire ever more expensive lobbyists and seem surprised that they do 
not receive IMF funding in return. 
 
Why would any government pursue such a harmful and mindless economic 
policy? The simple answer is that it benefits the ruling "family" and its closest 
friends. Previously unknown individuals, who are presumed to be connected with 
people at the top, have taken over a large number of private companies at low 
prices. The worse the economic situation is, the cheaper Ukrainian companies 
become for these selected buyers. A few businessmen close to the president have 
enjoyed the benefit of being invited as the single bidder permitted at "auctions" to 
buy state corporations at minimal prices.   
 
For six years, Ukraine has pursued negotiations with the European Union about a 
very substantial Association Agreement, which also includes a deep and 
comprehensive free trade agreement. It was supposed to be signed at the EU 
Eastern partnership summit in Vilnius on Nov. 28-29. But on Nov. 21, the 
Ukrainian government announced that it has decided to stop the preparations for 



signing the agreement. 
 
Considering the national interest, Yanukovych had every reason to sign the 
Association Agreement. A solid majority of Ukrainians is pro-European, and the 
president's advisors acknowledge that it will be hard for him to be re-elected in 
March 2015 without signing the agreement. Moreover, all the leading 
businessmen are eyeing the vast European market for their future expansion, 
although Russia and the EU each take about one quarter of Ukraine's exports at 
present. They also want to defend their properties from the president's predators. 
The free trade agreement would have abolished all customs tariffs between the 
EU and Ukraine as well as promoting regulatory convergence in competition 
policy, state aid, and energy policy. It would have a great positive impact on the 
Ukrainian economy. The economists Veronika Movchan and Ricardo Giucci have 
estimated that it would add 12 percent to Ukraine's GDP in the long term, and 
Oleksandr Shepotylo has assessed that it would expand Ukraine's exports by 46 
percent in the long term. 
 
The Association Agreement also offers a far-reaching reform plan for the 
Ukrainian state. The EU has committed itself to considerable technical 
assistance. Sixty state agencies in various EU countries have committed 
themselves to reform their Ukrainian counterparts. This could amount to a 
cleansing of Ukraine's pervasive corruption and the state-building that Ukraine 
itself so far has failed to accomplish. The EU state agencies have already a 
successful record from the previous enlargements of the Union. 
 
But for the moment these incentives seem to have been overridden by 
Yanukovych's fear of Russia's President Vladimir Putin, whose government 
openly threatened Ukraine with a variety of economic and political sanctions if 
Kiev were to follow up on its promise to seek closer relations with Brussels. 
For a long time the Kremlin did not pay much attention to Ukraine's dealings 
with Europe, presumably thinking that the EU could not possibly accept 
Yanukovych's shenanigans. In the middle of the summer, however, Moscow woke 
up. It started a trade war with Ukraine, blocking exports to the Russian market of 
Steel pipes, chocolate, and various agricultural goods -- all of which, it happened, 
were products controlled by pro-European Ukrainian businessmen. In August, 
Russia blocked most Ukrainian exports for 10 days by complicating customs 
procedures at the border. Ukraine's large exports of railway cars have also been 
impeded. Russia eased up temporarily but threatened to impose new trade 
barriers (designed to drive Ukraine into default) and to cut gas deliveries, as it 
did in 2006 and 2009. 
 
Both Russia and Ukraine are members of the World Trade Organization (Ukraine 
since 2008 and Russia since August 2012), but neither country complies with its 
WTO commitments. Ukraine has launched complaints against Russia in the 
WTO, but WTO procedures are too slow to be useful, and Ukraine is in desperate 
straits. The EU proposed a more effective remedy: immediate additional market 
access as compensation for Russian trade sanctions. 



 
Ukraine has traditionally tried to straddle the divide between the West and 
Russia. The Russian trade war of August suggested that this tactic had been 
exhausted. Yanukovych reacted swiftly but contradictorily, first turning to Europe 
and then to Russia. 
 
EU representatives have long demanded that Yanukovych carry out 11 major legal 
and political reforms, but the president just stonewalled them. At the end of 
August, Yanukovych changed tune. He accepted all the EU conditions lock, stock, 
and barrel, and jump-started a legislative process to have them all adopted before 
Vilnius. They include constitutional amendments on the judicial system and the 
constitutional court, laws on all arms of law enforcement, a new electoral law, 
and renewed elections where parliamentarians had wrongly been deprived of 
their seats. A score of laws went through the parliament, the last being the new 
electoral law. 
 
Yet two bills that did not pass were precisely the ones that mattered the most: on 
Nov. 21 the Ukrainian parliament, the Rada, voted down a proposed law that 
would have allowed Tymoshenko to seek medical treatment in the West, thus 
flouting the EU's key demand. Nor did the parliament adopt a vital judicial law 
aimed at transforming the prosecutor's office. Without it all the planned reforms 
of law enforcement become toothless. Shortly thereafter the Ukrainian cabinet 
confirmed that it would stop its preparations for signing the European 
Association Agreement and instead negotiate deals on trade, gas, and 
transportation with Russia. 
 
This turn of events had been preceded by two trips by Yanukovych to see Putin in 
Russia. On Nov. 20, Ukraine's Prime Minister Mykola Azarov met Russia's Prime 
Minister Dmitry Medvedev in St. Petersburg, and they seem to have settled the 
deal. The official communiqué stated that they discussed mutual cooperation on 
"access to pipeline transportation, free trade in services, and the gradual 
restriction of export taxes." The general understanding is that Russia is about to 
offer a substantial package of financing of some $10 billion a year in the form of 
lower gas prices and credits from Russian state banks. Putin's advisor Sergey 
Glazyev mentioned such an arrangement at a conference in Yalta in September. 
(Azarov has dismissed these assumptions as nonsense.) All this leaves the 
impression that Yanukovych tried to bargain with the EU, which refused, while 
Putin was ready to put money on the table. 
Putin has all along made clear that his aim is to compel Ukraine to join his 
Customs Union with Belarus and Kazakhstan. Yanukovych, for his part, has 
firmly opposed accession, which would reduce both his power and economic 
growth in his country. No formal agreement between Russia and Ukraine has 
been made public. It is doubtful whether Putin will accept $10 billion a year of 
financing for Ukraine just for it not signing the EU Association Agreement. 
Russia pays approximately as much a year to bankroll Belarus and keep it in the 
Customs Union. There has been no public talk about Russia stopping South 
Stream, the gas pipeline that is supposed to eliminate Russian gas transit through 



Ukraine. 
 
It is also possible that Yanukovych did not want the Association Agreement, but 
he wanted to look as if he was trying. Now he can keep Tymoshenko in prison and 
deprive other opposition leaders of the right to stand in the presidential elections 
scheduled for March 2015, and without any new law on prosecution, he 
maintains control over law enforcement and courts. The large-scale transfer of 
financial assets and companies to his "family" can continue. But given the 
circumstances surrounding Ukraine's sudden rejection of the agreement, 
Yanukovych is not in a position to credibly blame Tymoshenko for the problems. 
Instead, he has cited pressure from Russia, while Azarov has blamed the IMF for 
its impermissible demands. 
 
Yanukovych is walking on egg shells. Ukraine's economic situation is precarious. 
The risk for a run by ordinary Ukrainians both on banks and the Ukrainian 
currency is evident, though Ukraine has been on the brink for so long that no 
panic is apparent. The rating agencies mercilessly downgrade Ukraine ever lower, 
and corporate defaults are all too common. Ukraine is in desperate need of an 
IMF agreement, but Yanukovych has recently firmly rejected any (necessary) 
increase in domestic gas prices, and it should depreciate the hryvnia in any case. 
On Sunday, Nov. 24, more than 100,000 Ukrainians took to the streets in Kiev, 
and protests erupted throughout Ukraine. Demonstrators draped themselves in 
the European flag and blue-and-yellow ribbons. Opposition leaders took the stage 
at the European Square in Kiev, eerily reminiscent of the Orange Revolution. A 
serious political challenge has been added to the economic risks. 
 
The European Union, and the United States, has regretted Ukraine's decision to 
stop its preparations for signing the Association Agreement, but the EU has 
emphasized that its door remains open. Yanukovych is welcome to sign at the 
planned EU-Ukraine summit in the spring. The game is not over. Russian 
financing remains uncertain and hardly sufficient. This does not look good for 
anybody. 
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The Thug Speaks 
 
I realize that some may find my reference to Ukraine’s current President as a thug 
to be tendentious (to say the least), but it’s time for the world to understand who 
in fact we are dealing with. The word “thug” seems to be the most accurate 
description of Yanukovych. His actions are not strategic; he is not a person of 
compromise; he is exceptionally dangerous if backed into a corner; he 
understands strength, force and money; he plays diplomatic games, but in fact is 



authoritarian and demands absolute loyalty from those around him; although 
publicly religious, he feels no remorse (or personal responsibility) for the pain 
and suffering inflicted on defenseless students and journalists during the past 
weekend by the riot police squads for whom he is commander-in-chief. 
 
Tonight, 24 hours after almost half a million people gathered on the streets of 
Kyiv to protest against police brutality against students camped out in a peaceful 
protest on Independence Square, and 18 hours after those protests turned violent 
and bloody when riot police not only dispersed crowds, but also hunted down 
defenseless journalists, and beat them senseless, President Yanukovych finally 
broadcast a televised interview to the nation.  Incidentally, because of the current 
upheavals in the center of Kyiv, the interview was held in the President’s 
residence in Mezhyhiriya (approx. 40 km from Kyiv). 
 
So what did he say? 
 
With respect to the EU-Ukraine Association Agreement, Yanukovych presented a 
detailed account of events that led him to refuse to sign the deal, and repeated his 
argument that Ukraine’s economy is not yet ready to be integrated into a 
common European market without a massive infusion of funding. The President 
also stated explicitly that in parallel with ongoing negotiations with Brussels, he 
has ordered a renewal of negotiations on a “strategic partnership agreement” 
with Moscow which should result in a significant decrease in gas prices. In fact 
the question of gas prices, trade relations, and other economic issues took up 
more than 3/4 of the time allotted to the interview (46 minutes total). 
Yanukovych does not seem to understand that demonstrators on the streets of 
Kyiv and other cities are completely uninterested in these issues. For them, 
eurointegration is a question of values, not of money. 
 
When asked about the current situation on the streets of Kyiv (mass protests, 
police brutality, barricades on Independence Square), the President stated: “In 
even the most democratic countries, laws are written to defend those who are 
called upon to enforce them.” He continued by calling for a full investigation of 
recent events by the Prosecutor’s office, and condemned those protestors who 
have occupied Kyiv city hall, “using children as a shield”. Although he condemned 
“provokers” of violence, he did not announce the firing or even suspension of 
those ministers who are suspected of having ordered the brutal riot police attacks 
on unarmed citizens. On the other hand, he did not even come close to alluding to 
a future suspension of civil liberties or a proclamation of a state of emergency – 
as many had expected of him. 
 
In a nutshell, with respect to the current political situation, Yanukovych’s 
message was that everything is basically OK in Ukraine. The country is 
experiencing some economic and political turmoil (and investigations of 
perpetrators on both sides should follow due judicial process), but in reality, 
there is nothing really to be alarmed about. 
 



This is a message that sounds strange when compared to Yanukovych’s address 
to the nation – published on Saturday evening on his website, 24-hours prior to 
the clashes on the street in front of the Presidential Administration. In that 
address the President expressed regret over the riot police’s brutal attack on 
students on early Saturday morning, and though he did not announce firings, he 
was quite forceful in his demand that the Prosecutor General personally report to 
him as to who was responsible for ordering the attack. That address came as close 
to an apology that one could expect from a thug. Today, Yanukovych was back to 
his normal psychological state: never apologize because it makes you look weak. 
 
Tomorrow  Yanukovych will fly to Beijing on a state visit to the People’s Republic 
of China. Officially, the goal of this trip is to sign a multi-billion dollar loan 
agreement for Ukraine, together with other trade deals that are vital to the 
country’s economy. But given that the center of Ukraine’s capital is currently 
blocked by 30-40 thousand demonstrators who have barricaded all routes into 
Independence Square, and today shut down the Cabinet of Ministers (executive 
branch) building by blocking all entrances with a human shield, planning a 
foreign visit by the President may seem a little strange (to say the least). 
 
During Yanukovych’s absence I project that events will unfold according to two 
possible scenarios: 
 
1)      Nothing will happen. All key decisions in Ukraine require Presidential 
approval. The system of government that Yanukovych has set up is strictly 
hierarchical (authoritarian). If he is personally out of the country, decision-
making with respect to the demonstrators’ demands will be paralyzed. If this 
scenario is realized, the protests on Independence Square will continue as the 
temperature drops (tonight it is -5 C in Kyiv), and their mood will get increasingly 
angrier. Yanukovych may believe that the stand-off will fizzle out over time, but 
in my humble opinion, he is wrong: the fly-wheel of revolution is increasingly 
becoming better organized, and protesters are becoming hardened in their 
resolve for regime change. In this scenario, when the President returns from 
China, he will be faced with a hardline, organized opposition that will gather even 
larger crowds next weekend than last. 
 
2)      An attempt to forcefully disperse the protestors on Independence Square. In 
this scenario, Yanukovych has already formulated an executive order that will be 
implemented in his absence, allowing him the ability to “plausibly” deny 
knowledge of any crackdown. The person who actually gives the order to disperse 
the demonstrators will (of course) commit political suicide, but such an act of 
absolute loyalty will be richly rewarded by Yanukovych after the dust settles. Who 
in the President’s entourage is loyal enough to be a candidate for such a mission? 
Strangely enough, the opposition could actually be playing into the hands of 
Yanukovych, helping him to realize this scenario by forcing a vote of confidence 
in Prime Minister Azarov’s government. If such a vote of confidence receives 
majority support tomorrow (December 3), Azarov will remain acting Prime 
Minister until a new candidate for the post is submitted for confirmation by 



Parliament by the President. Such a candidacy is unlikely to be submitted while 
Yanukovych is in China, and therefore Azarov will continue to hold the office as a 
lame duck, but with full executive power over the police, and fully empowered to 
enact any (verbal) executive order received from the President. 
 
Clearly neither of the above scenarios is appealing. However, both are more 
appealing than the prospect of a state of emergency that is increasingly talked 
about in the local press, and has in fact been called for by the Parliament of 
Ukraine’s Autonomous Republic of Crimea. The world needs to realize that a 
state of emergency will inevitably lead to direct military intervention in Ukraine 
(likely first in Crimea) by Russia – an act that will lead to violent popular 
resistance throughout the western and central regions of the country. This would 
be the worst of all possible scenarios. 
 
Unfortunately, the worst scenarios are also seen as the most likely given the 
current stand-off in Kyiv. The revolutionary movement on the streets is gaining 
momentum and strength over time. Only 1 day after the massive outpouring of 
support for change in Kyiv (almost ½ million people on the streets), food, warm 
clothing, and lodging for demonstrators are plentiful – all supplied by local 
benefactors. Holding down their fort in the center of Kyiv will not be a problem 
for the demonstrators. 
 
But the would-be revolutionaries face an opponent who will not give up power 
peacefully or easily – thugs are not generally known for their kind-heartedness. 
During yesterday’s rally, Yuriy Lutsenko (one of the leaders of the current 
opposition movement) predicted a 5 day revolution – i.e. real change should be in 
the cards as soon as Yanukovych returns from his foreign visit. I wish I was as 
optimistic… 
 
In any case, this ain’t over yet by a long shot! 
 
Stay warm! And God help us!  
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Ukraine’s Revolution  
 
Events in Kyiv are evolving VERY quickly. Last week, mass protests in Ukraine 
represented an attempt to pressure President Yanukovych to sign the Association 
Agreement with the EU. After Saturday’s early morning attack by riot police on 
protestors camped in Independence Square, a paradigm shift occurred: this is not 
about Europe anymore. People on Ukraine’s streets are no longer calling for EU 
integration – or if they are, this is now a peripheral demand. Ukrainians now 
simply want a change of government. The word “revolution” - chanted by 
demonstrators - seems to sound increasingly believable. 
 



I note this because Ukrainians living abroad are gathering today (Sunday 
December 1) in many world capitals to demonstrate their support for Ukraine’s 
eurointegration. I suspect many EU leaders also believe this issue is still salient to 
Ukraine – indeed this was the message from two Polish speakers (including 
former PM Yaroslav Kachinsky) on Independence Square today. However, to the 
people on the streets of Kyiv, European integration is an issue that a NEW 
government will have to turn to - eventually. Right now, they (we) are 
demonstrating because they have lost all faith in their current government – a 
government that dared to savagely beat defenseless students in the dead of night. 
If international protests are to be relevant to Ukraine’s realities, they need to be 
synchronized with the mood in Kyiv (and Lviv and other cities), and here the 
demand is simple: President Yanukovych must go! 
 
Today, a very large scale demonstration took place in the center of Kyiv 
(participant estimates range from 350 thousand to 1 million people). Many 
thousands travelled to the capital from Ukraine’s regions; many former 
government and army officials have joined the protest movement. As my wife and 
I walked to the demonstration this morning it was very clear that Kyiv residents 
were not going about their normal weekend business – the streets were 
practically empty because most Kyiv residents had joined the protests in the city 
center. The last time the Ukrainian capital hosted this many demonstrators was 
2004, and before that in 1991. 
 
But one peaceful demonstration, no matter how large, will not be enough to 
topple the Yanukovych regime, and it would seem that many realize this fact. 
Immediately after today’s peaceful demonstration on Independence Square 
began to disperse, a group of violent radicals attempted to raid the Presidential 
Administration building on Bankova St. where a street fight erupted with riot 
police. According to opposition leaders, the radicals’ attack was instigated by 
operatives (“provokatory”) from the regime itself in an attempt to generate a 
pretext for a proclamation of martial law in Ukraine’s capital. That theory may 
have merit, but the fact that a street fight with police occurred at all indicates that 
opposition leaders do not fully control the situation in the areas around Kyiv’s 
administrative buildings. If one were to describe the situation in a single word, it 
would be “chaotic”: mobile phone service in the city center is sporadic; no clear 
chain of command seems to exist yet between the newly formed command center 
on Independence Square and the various pockets of protesters around the city 
center; people are angry and radicalized, and are eager to act, but without clear 
instructions as to what to do. 
 
Some degree of chaos may be a prerequisite of rebellion, but in my opinion, it is 
still an open question whether this street protest has in fact gained enough mass 
support for a revolution to occur. Last night, as I was coming home on the metro 
from the demonstration on Mykhailivsky square, I noticed that only 4-5 others on 
the crowded subway car were wearing blue and yellow symbolism on their 
jackets; when a lady started handing out leaflets calling for people to join today’s 
demonstrations, reactions were subdued, and in some cases indifferent. To many 



in Kyiv’s working class, the Vilnius summit last week was a very distant issue that 
did not touch upon their daily lives; given the sudden change of focus, they have 
not yet reset themselves to the new protest reality (though the brutal beating of 
students on Independence Square has certainly mobilized many). If asked 
whether they support a change of government, the vast majority of Kyiv residents 
of all socio-economic classes and ages adamantly agree that Yanukovych must go. 
But many have not yet realized that the time for this change is now, and it is 
within their power to institute this change. In my opinion, escalating the situation 
(e.g. by imposing a state of emergency) will certainly mobilize more of them,and 
may actually increase the chances of regime change; on the other hand, escalation 
will inevitably lead to more bloodshed. 
 
The above may sound like a call to arms, but I do not intend it to be taken as 
such. I am simply trying to contextualize current events, and to extrapolate 
possible developments. In Ukrainian history there are countless periods of 
“povstannia” (particularly during the 16-18 century Cossack periods). Literally 
this word translates not as rebellion or revolution, butas “rising”. It connotes a 
general popular uprising that is focussed AGAINST a social regime (not even a 
particular leader). A “povstannia” does not necessarily have a plan for what 
comes after the regime has been overthrown – the goal is simply to overthrow 
and change. Clearly such general popular uprisings have been romanticized by 
story tellers as abrupt events; in reality it takes some time to rally a sufficient 
number of people to overthrow an entrenched regime. On the other hand, once 
the people rise, all key rulers are swept away. History shows that the downside of 
such “povstannia”is that the new rulers who emerge after the old regime has been 
replaced (and the people return to their daily lives), are often not much better 
than their predecessors. But that is a separate issue… 
 
What we are experiencing today in Ukraine is a popular uprising (“povstannia”) 
that could yet fizzle if mass support for regime change is not maintained. 
Tomorrow, opposition leaders have planned civil disobedience (including drivers 
parking their cars on streets around government buildings), and continued 
demonstrations on Independence Square (a stage is to be set up there – 
regardless of a court order specifically forbidding this). I spent a few hours on 
Mykhailivska square yesterday – the open space in front of St. Michael’s 
monastery in the center of Kyiv, to which students fled from Independence 
square after being attacked by riot police on early Saturday morning. Not 
surprisingly, the mood had changed since Friday night: no music, no dancing, 
fewer EU flags, and more radical calls to action (including violence) coming from 
the speakers.I met some friends who are now opposition Parliamentarians, and 
asked whether calling a general strike was part of their plans. The answer came: 
“All in good time. First we block access to government buildings; then we shut 
down the country.” Clearly, the flywheel of uprising needs time to get rolling. 
 
How did we come to thecurrent state – the beginning of a popular uprising? The 
Ukraine-EU Association Agreement was certainly the catalyst of the past week’s 
events in Ukraine. Had Prime Minister Azarov’s government not issued a public 



statement stating that preparations for signing the document were suspended; 
had Yanukovych not tried to haggle with EU leaders by presenting them with 
unreasonable financial demands; had Ukraine’s President actually signed the 
Agreement – the street protests would either never have happened, or they would 
have dissipated by today. Most importantly, had there been no violent crack-
down on the remaining protesters on Independence Square early Saturday 
morning, the demonstrators would have simply dispersed. But events took place 
differently, and many are asking “why”? 
 
A friend of mine on Facebook wrote me the following questions: “…what did he 
(Yanukovych) think of when he used the troops… what strategy was on his mind 
when he did it? Was there any?” 
 
Conspiracy theories abound: the most obvious one involves Yanukovych simply 
succumbing to Russian pressure not to sign the EU Agreement, and then a 
“rogue” police commander (possibly the Interior Minister) giving the order to 
attack without the President’s knowledge. This theory is clearly the most 
convenient to the current regime, and will be presented in coming days as a 
representation of fact. According to this theory, we should soon see the 
resignation/firing of the Minister of the Interior, and possibly of the Prime 
Minister, but Yanukovych himself will remain in office. Opposition leaders are 
unlikely to accept such a “resolution” to the current crisis, but whether they will 
be able to maintain popular support on the streets during the coming winter 
weeks (months?) is an open question. 
 
Other theories circulating in Kyiv focus on analyses of various conspiratorial 
power plays behind the scenes in the Presidential Administration, where 
apparently a pro-Russian group has been in a long-term stand-off with a pro-EU 
group.According to one of these theories, the pro-EU group actually quietly 
supported the students’ protests, and had hoped to return to the issue of the 
Association Agreement at the planned Ukraine-EU summit in March 2014 under 
the pretext of this issue being particularly salient to the people of Ukraine. For 
the pro-Russia group, this turn of events was clearly unacceptable, and so the 
pro-EU student protests needed to be dispersed. According to this theory, if the 
planned dispersal hadled to mass violence, the pro-Russian group would have 
called onYanukovych to declare a state of emergency; if popular reaction did not 
erupt, this would have served as evidence for the West that in reality, demands 
for EU integration in Ukraine have only marginal support. Thus, according to this 
conspiracy theory, if popular reaction to police brutality fizzles as it did in 
Moscow after the Manezhnaya square crackdown, then the pro-Russia group 
within the Presidential Administration will have proven that Ukraine is truly part 
of the “Ruskiy Mir” (Russian World) geo-political space, and therefore subject to 
the diktat of Putin. On the other hand, if Ukraine’s people had taken to the streets 
(as they have), some instigated violence should be used as a pretext for the 
declaration of a state of emergency, and if mass demonstrations and social chaos 
continue despite restrictions, Russian troops can be called in (particularly into 
Ukraine’s eastern regions) to “calm” the situation, and to “protect ethnic 



Russians” (pretexts used by Russia to justify military interventions in Abkhazia, 
Ossetia, and other border regions). 
 
Now that more than a full day has passed since the savage attack by riot police on 
the student protest camp on Independence Square, and after today’s peaceful 
return of demonstrators to that same square in MUCH greater numbers, I am 
increasingly confident that the conspiracy theories are wrong. Yanukovych may 
try to blame his Ministers, but this is unlikely to be enough to calm the 
demonstrations at this point. The uprising has started, and it will not be stopped 
with token gestures. 
 
On the other hand, this uprising will not end soon, and it may yet lead to a split in 
the country. Clearly much of the violence that is occurring tonight on Kyiv’s 
streets is being instigated artificially. As I write these words, in addition to the 
Presidential Administration, the Lenin monument in the city center was just 
attacked – a street fight is ongoing with riot police. An obvious question arises: in 
whose interest is it to see the situation in Kyiv degenerate into chaos? Events in 
Ukraine are not occurring in a vacuum; the country’s neighbors have a role to 
play – be it positive or negative… 
 
The next few days are likely to bring more chaos, and (unfortunately) violence, 
but after the ugliness is over, the Ukrainian nation will emerge stronger… More to 
come! 
 
In the meantime, God help us all! 
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It’s Getting Ugly… 
 
Last night Ukraine changed forever. This is no longer a post-Soviet state that is 
trying to “muddle through” economic and political difficulty. This is no longer a 
country of peaceful demonstrations that periodically supplies the world media 
with striking images of hundreds of thousands of smiling protestors with Orange 
or Euromaidan symbolism. This is now a war zone. And the war is between the 
Ukrainian government and its people. Soon it could degenerate into outright civil 
war (God knows I hope it doesn't, but ignoring the realities will not make them go 
away...). 
 
At approximately 4am Kyiv time, riot police savagely attacked and dispersed the 
remaining protestors on Kyiv’s Independence Square. Approximately 50 people 
were arrested; many more were brutally beaten. Images of the wounded are 
currently all over the internet. Videos clearly show that the police were not acting 
with the intent to disperse; their orders were to clear and occupy the monument 
in the middle of Independence Square where the protesters had set up their 
stage, and the center of their operations. The several hundred people who had 



remained in the square overnight did not resist (many were actually sleeping on 
makeshift mattresses when the attack began). They were savagely beaten anyway. 
 
During the past 24 hours I have realized how stupid (inept? idiotic?) the current 
leadership of Ukraine is in fact. Previously (like some EU leaders – I suspect) I 
had given Yanukovych the benefit of some doubt. Assuming some ability to think 
strategically, I had believed that Ukraine’s current President was trying to repeat 
the electoral story of Kuchma in the 1990’s: elected initially thanks to popularity 
in Ukraine’s Russian speaking east, then re-elected five years later by a 
respectable margin with support from all regions (the fact that Kuchma’s second 
term was a disaster is not relevant to his very real electoral victories). Had 
Yanukovych signed the EU Association Agreement in Vilnius yesterday, his 
chances of re-election in 2015 would have been quite good: he would have 
maintained some support in the east while gaining significant support in the 
west. After last night’s violence, his chances of legitimately winning an election 
are now nil. 
 
But at this point it is clear that Yanukovych has no intention of even trying to win 
a fair vote in 2015. Ukraine is today ruled by a would-be dictator who is 
attempting to consolidate control over his stream of booty by using force against 
social groups that he considers marginal. He is wrong. The students who 
gathered on EuroMaidan in Kyiv do not represent a marginal group. The young 
people on Independence Square that I spoke with yesterday, and the people 
currently gathering in front of Mykhailivsky church are intelligent, erudite, and 
deeply patriotic. They represent the epitome of middle class European values: 
they want to live “normal” lives; they want careers (not wealth); they want to 
work in stable environments; they want to travel freely; they want to raise their 
children (or future children) in relative safety; they want to be proud of their 
country. Put simply, they want the personal dignity that life in a European 
country should offer. And the further west one travels from Kyiv, the more 
widespread these wants are. 
 
That’s the social fact that Yanukovych does not understand. Putin could disperse 
crowds on Manezhnaya square in Moscow because the opposition demonstrators 
did not represent mainstream views in Russia. Force can be used to stifle dissent 
only if a significant group of citizens believes that the state’s monopoly on the use 
of force is legitimate. In countries such as Lybia, Egypt, Tunisia, and others 
where popular revolutions have toppled entrenched governments, the people 
simply rejected the legitimacy of their rulers. In Kyiv at least, it is difficult to find 
someone who recognizes the legitimacy of Yanukovych. 
 
On the other hand, it should be said that few among the core of Euromaidan 
protesters support the opposition party leaders (another parallel with the Arab 
Spring countries). Although the threesome of Klitshko-Yatseniuk-Tiahnybok 
represents an organized alternative to Yanukovych, the protesters on Kyiv’s 
streets are just as skeptical of them as they are of organized politics generally. In 
neighboring Belarus, the lack of a popular alternative to Lukashenko is often 



cited as the reason that country has sunk into long-term isolation and 
authoritarian rule. The current protests in Ukraine show that (as in Arab 
countries) a single leader is not an absolute necessity for a social movement to 
gain widespread appeal. 
 
I suspect that there is a basic fact that Ukraine’s president does not understand: 
Ukraine is not Belarus, and he is not Lukashenko. Unlike the Belarusian leader, 
Yanukovych is deeply unpopular in the country’s capital, and hated in the west of 
the country; his image in the industrialized east of the country as a “local boy who 
made it” has been seriously undermined by the lack of expected improvement in 
the material wellbeing of his electorate during the past 3 years of his presidency. 
To become a dictator, one needs a concentrated base of support. Yanukovych 
simply doesn’t have one. Incidentally, although wealthy, Lukashenko has not 
been as blatent as his Ukrainian counterpart in amassing wealth, and he seems 
more restrained when it comes to ordering the use of force. 
 
The riot police who cleared Independence Square last night were bussed into the 
capital from the eastern and southern regions of the country (unconfirmed 
reports claim they came from Crimea). According to sources within Kyiv’s police 
force, these imports had spent the previous 4 days living in the very buses that 
had brought them in – a fact that may have added fuel to their lust for violence 
during the raid on EuroMaidan. Local Kyiv-based police officers have spent the 
past week under orders to guard the perimeter around the protesters during 12-
hour shifts in freezing temperatures; often without food; sometimes enduring 
verbal abuse from demonstrators. The salary of a Kyiv-based police officer does 
not exceed 2200 hryvnia (approx. 200 euro) per month. Not surprisingly, many 
are asking whose interests they are in fact protecting… Given that both the 
imports and the locals have guns, and that their interests do not coincide, life in 
Kyiv is beginning to get a little scary. 
 
Incidentally, reports have just surfaced that the local police in Lviv have refused 
to provide logistical support to "Berkut" riot police that were bussed in from 
other regions to disperse demonstrators in the western Ukrainian Euromaidan. 
 
Last night before the riot police attacks in Kyiv, Deputy PM Vilkul and Foreign 
Minister Kozhara, speaking on the ShusterLive political talk show, were both 
hopeful that a deal could still be signed in 2014, and alluded that this would be in 
candidate Yanukovych’s interests in the run-up to the 2015 Presidential race. 
That same TV program was abruptly interrupted and taken off the air for over an 
hour (apparently due to a “technical fault”) when Ukraine’s three opposition 
party leaders attempted to enter the studio. When the broadcast was resumed, 
the host was clearly shaken. Savik Shuster left Ukraine today for Italy, and it is 
unclear whether his regular Friday evening live broadcast will be aired next week. 
 
Today, Serhiy Lyovochkin, the head of Yanukovych’s administration, resigned in 
protest against the use of force on EuroMaidan. I would not be surprised if other 
government officials followed his lead. Any illusions as to the real essence of 



Yanukovych’s politics were dashed last night – forever. 
 
Naively, during the past 3 years, there have been several occasions when I 
questioned the simplistic portrayal of Yanukovych as a thug (pirate?). Several 
people who work in his administration are acquaintances and (former?) friends. 
In 2012 I personally took part in a working group organized by Prime Minister 
Azarov called upon to draft a new Law on Higher Education for Ukraine – how 
silly I was to believe that this government could actually be attempting EU-
oriented reforms! Clearly I am not alone in feeling duped. 
 
Former Interior Minister Yuriy Lutsenko (one of the leaders of both the Orange 
Revolution protests in 2004, and organizer of the “Ukraine without Kuchma” 
demonstrations in 2001, who was jailed in 2011 and amnestied by Yanukovych 
last year) has not tired of repeating: “the use of force by the state must be 
countered only by peaceful protest”. This is excellent advice, and I sincerely hope 
that it will be followed. But we need to realize that a thug understands only a 
thug’s language. International sanctions may help to isolate Yanukovych, but in 
the end, it will probably take more radical (ugly?) action to displace him. A 
general strike may be an answer. 
 
More street protests are sure to come – and more blood…God help us! 
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