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The Orange Revolution in Ukraine has changed the art of impossible in the former Soviet Union. That is high praise and this is a great triumph, but it is also a colossal responsibility for Ukraine. A great deal depends on the success of the Orange Revolution, and on the fulfillment of the hopes that generated it. There is alot that depends on Ukraine, the Black Sea region as well as the Russian Federation (RF). Moreover, the Orange Revolution demonstrates something that has always been true: that the greatest influence on Ukraine’s geopolitical environment is Ukraine itself. Ukrainians do not enjoy hearing that since Ukrainians rightly have very high expectations of others, particularly in the West. Ukrainians are greatly influenced on a daily basis by the intentions of its eastern neighbor the RF. It is true however that they have the greatest influence on their own place in the region, and not others. 

Victor Yushchenko and his government were brought to power to change the nature of the system that has governed Ukraine since 1991. That is the nature of it and not the image of it. They have very little time to persuade people that genuinely have the will and the ability to do just that. This is because in autumn of this year, reform will take effect that would transfer considerable powers to Parliament. In March of next year there will be fresh Parliamentary elections. It is absolutely essential that the country see these elections as a referendum on the performance of Parliament rather than a referendum on performance of Yushchenko and his government. 

The fact is that today’s Ukrainian Parliament, Verkhovna Rada, is essentially the ‘palata oligarkhov’ (the chamber of oligarchs). It is a club of the Fortune 500. Whether it is dominated by the right or by the left, it is a reactionary institution. Much depends on the ability of the government and the President to lead and to establish that they have the will and the capacity to do what is required. The worst thing will be if by March of next year when the Ukrainian electorate concludes, as they have concluded in the past that, ‘oni snova nas obmanuli’ (‘they have deceived us again’). The consequences are incalculable and are not good if that were to be the case.       

Ukraine has very high expectations. It is the position across the elite and society that the EU’s New Neighborhood Policy, a policy that puts Ukraine in the same category not only with Moldova and Belarus but also Morocco, Israel and the Palestinian Authority, is an insult for Ukraine, for its character and its aspirations. It is a general view, particularly in the security community, with regard to NATO that the Action Plan is not enough. What is needed is a Membership Action Plan and, emerging from that, membership.   

There is also less consensus but still a broadly based sentiment with regard to Russia that the Single Economic Space is an unacceptable framework within which to conduct relations between these two countries, and in fact within the region as a whole. But the reality is that these are the entities the EU, NATO and Russia have to change in terms of their way of thinking and operating. What is going to matter fundamentally to them is what Ukraine is doing itself. And for that reason my position has been from the very beginning that the greatest foreign policy priority of the new leadership has to be success in internal policy.

In foreign policy so far, the initial steps have been very stunning and dramatic and under the surface also in many ways very professional. But when it comes to internal policy it is too early to render such a conclusion as valid, and so far what is needed now, as early as possible, to talk about the negative in order to create the conditions for the positive and to accentuate worries. There are a lot of worries. In a recent visit to Ukraine I discovered, without exaggeration, that every single person I was able to see, with whom I have close relations, either personal or professional, felt after two months a reaction on a spectrum ranging from disappointment to anger, and betrayal. I encountered no one, including those whom I know in the official structures, who felt comfortable and pleased. 

Two months is very early to accomplish anything, but two months reveal a great deal about the intentions of the key players, their metabolism, environment, and objectives.  
    

Where might some of these problems arise? First of all, there is a fundamental question of legitimacy. Let me draw an analogy with the Russian Federation in 1991. In 1991 particularly, many rightly asked; are these events about defeating a coup, and punishing those who instigated it, or are these events about changing a system and introducing a fundamental change in the country? 

Today in Ukraine there is still the same imprecision: Is the Orange Revolution as well as the election of Yushchenko and the triumph of his victory, all designed to overturn illegal actions of President Kuchma and his accomplices, or is this Orange Revolution really about changing a system including that system’s laws, its bureaucratic powers and the demonstratively legal decrease of power of the former President? You can see this problem in practice when in professional discussions about the reform of the security sector and other institutions. Middle and senior bureaucrats stand up and say: “You cannot do acts because of the presidential decree, namely a decree of President Kuchma saying ‘Why’? There is no easy answer to that.

The Minister of Defense of Ukraine Anatoly Gritsenko, who at that level may be a professional and committed reformer in the new government, has said that he operates in a framework where it is possible for him to dismiss incompetent military officers but that he cannot remove civilians who are either incompetent or who are trying to abstract and sabotage his ideas since a significant number of countries do not allow civilians operating state services and being in state services to be dismissed.      

There exists a basic issue here of legitimacy, and it is the fact that as the Orange Revolution was gaining its momentum, lots of people, some very influential, some simple ordinary people, operating in state structures climbed on board this machine. Those people essentially wanted the Orange Revolution to be confined to the minimum, to the rectification of the most flagrant and dramatic abuses of the past and many of these people have no interest in having further goals, and as a result they are just there. And whether openly or not openly expressed, it is still the case in Ukraine, as it has been in the past that in every institution there is a struggle between those who wish to see serious changes and those who do not. 

Moreover, there are three questions that have to be raised about critical issues. The first critical issue is leadership. Who understands leadership and who is providing it? Leadership is a direct and very practical quality. Does President Yushchenko understand leadership or does he simply understand inspiration, which is a remote and visionary quality? Does Yulia Timoshenko, the Prime Minister, understand leadership, or does she confuse leadership with control? She is doing her best to control everything the Prime Minister can possibly control. 

There is a serious problem here because there would be a problem in anything, and particularly in a former Soviet system than in any system, a Prime Minister cannot control all the things here she wants to control. In practice, at least 50% of decisions will be made by bureaucrats, and 100% of them are to be implemented by bureaucrats known as “The bureaucracy of the Cabinet of Ministers”. Has it changed? No. Is it growing smaller or larger, looking at the so-called administrative reform in Ukraine? Not only there, but also in what used to be called the President’s Administration. It is very hard to tell. It is fine at the political level to talk about a struggle between the Prime Minister Timoshenko and some other Minister or Mr. Poroshenko, Secretary of National Security and Defense Council of Ukraine, but these discussions obscure the fact that in any system the power is exercised by bureaucrats. If you come to power without seeing that bureaucracy then your intentions will not be realized, and real changes will not take place. 

The second issue is about plans. I might be the first person to say that this government should not be criticized for coming in to power without plans. You cannot possibly criticize them for that because for at least the past year they have been absorbed day in and day out for 24 hours a day by political struggle and sometimes with a personal and physical one. Despite the fact that they would determine to risk all, I do not think that Yushchenko, Timoshenko or anybody else’s supporters would really be psychologically prepared for the possibility of power. So, you cannot reproach them for curbing counter-power without plans. But it is absolutely essential to have them.

If you look at the most critical moment, which I believe I know best, the so-called power ministries (security and military sector) then I have to say that with a significant exception of the Ministry of Defense (MoD), the new leadership of these organizations does not demonstrate that it understands either systematic plans or systematic thorough-going professional reform. The new Minister of Interior Lutsenko has absolutely no background in this sphere. He has admitted that in his entire life he has been acquainted with three policemen. The new Security Service of Ukraine has absolutely no professional background in that area. These are very complex issues for bureaucracies staffed by professionals, some of whom have immense potential and promise, some of whom are basically mediocre, but still pretentious, and some of them have real liabilities, and are even dangerous. 
Moreover, these institutions have always been opaque, except those who really understand them very well and are embedded inside them. And whatever is done on the surface, at the level of policy, if you cannot change the working culture of these institutions, then you are not going to see changes. If you do not have plans, that actually starts to create the correspondence between the level of resources, and the reforms that you envisaged will be not real reforms, but real chaos and disaster. Minister Lutsenko said he has rightly dismissed several people, and that he would dismiss more and, as a result of this, we will get rid of corruption within the Minister of Interior. Forgive me, how? Have the wages of policemen been doubled or tripled? No. Is there a plan for doing this, and a scheme for reshaping that force so that people can work there and at least have the option whether to be corrupt or not? 

The problem with Ukraine is not that there is corruption. There is corruption in Britain. You cannot eliminate corruption. You cannot eliminate it in Massachusetts nor in the Oxford County Council. But you can create a condition where corruption is a matter of choice rather than the matter of necessity. And the Parliaments of Ukraine, Russia, and perhaps some other counties represented around this table would tell that their ordinary people see the corruption as a matter of necessity. 

Fundamental changes are needed to change that, and these changes should be carried out by professionals. Why are some of these problems present?  I would have at least two explanations. The first is that the people who are in power now are people who were in power then, in a system of power they are endeavoring to replace. To be sure, most of them left that system sometime ago and did so on the basis of conviction, and of course a great many have done that later on the basis of personal interest and opportunism, which further complicates things. But even those who left that system because of conviction are part of the culture of that system. And they are not entirely free at it. Most of them also have the view of the ‘verkhushka’ (of people who sit on the top), who can understand the technocratic answer to a problem or a formal answer to a problem but do not necessarily connect it to the core reality in a country which is now as democratic as Ukraine has become. The core reality being that this is the problem for the average person. The average person does not, in the course of his day, encounter Yulia Timoshenko or Victor Yushchenko, and what he thinks of these people is relevant to his life. But an average person, in the course of a day or a week, encounters many little structures of power, beginning with their own school or university, or place of work. The problem in Ukraine is that almost all the people encounter the structures of power degrading and humiliating them. And they walk away with a sense of injustice.

In order to change that it is not enough to alter policy and music. It is not enough simply to get rid of some key people, but to understand that you have to be there. And if you have spent your entire life up here, it is very difficult. 

There is the second problem, that being the legal culture of the country, which is fundamental, and does not differ from the legal culture in Russia. It is fundamentally no different from the legal culture of the Soviet Union. I mean that there is an obsession about regulating everything through normative documents and checks. At a recent seminar, which I participated again, many responsible people were saying: “You can’t do this, you can’t do that, because this document has not been completed, these two documents are contradictory, this one needs to be rewritten, and so on and so forth. Therefore the minister has no authority to do this because he has no legal basis”. These documents will be completed, they will be harmonized, and purged of all the contradictions by the time I see you in heaven, and not before. You cannot wait until then to do something, and these documents are trying to regulate what would never be regulated in a document in any NATO or EU member state, since what they are trying to regulate are decisions, which are simply part of the managers or officials’ prerogative. As a result, this culture is itself an obstacle.

A very large exception is the MoD; where people that are in charge clearly understand the real problems, the real constraints, and the art of the possible. It is only inside the MoD and the Main Intelligence Directorate of the MoD where you still can find a professional team in place. But what is alarming if you look at a very extensive interview with Anatoly Gritsenko in “Zerkalo Nedeli” [an influential Ukrainian weekly newspaper] a couple of weeks ago, is that it is only now when the reformists are there that they see how deep the problems really are, how much they have been concealed, to what a systematic degree state resources have been plundered, to what a systematic degree corrupt and illegal networks operate in all spheres, and what has to be done. It illustrates that unless you have that equipment and that knowledge you will not discover this. 

Concerning the area of foreign policy I have a moral conviction that Ukraine belongs inside NATO and the EU. I also have a moral conviction that whatever the short-term consequences in the long run, Ukraine’s success will have very far-reaching, beneficial effects in Russia. Though it is important to recognize, in the short term the effects could be quite negative. But the whole issue of Ukraine’s meaningful admission into these organizations, rather than something, which is just a signature or a piece of paper or any kind of admission, formal admission, will not be defined by moral convictions in Ukraine or in the West but by the real interests of people in the West, who make real decisions. I am not one of them. I am quite confident I will never be one of them. 

So, what are we looking at? One could and should be encouraged by everything that has been said during President Yushchenko’s visit in the U.S. that I have to underscore, and I know I am speaking to an audience that at this point, at least half of it will be very skeptical. Not only the EU, which does not include the U.S., but also NATO operates on the basis of consensus. If simply one member will be determined to say ‘no’ irrespective of what other members say, Ukraine will not be joining NATO and the EU. So, where are the fault lines, and what is the problem? 

First, let me address this on a very practical level. Obviously, one of the obstacles that exists in the minds of some member states in both organizations is the RF. For some states they would either openly or privately give Russia precedence of the Ukraine. The problem is that sometimes we can have these arguments, and sometimes not. Even if you do, or you are the sort of a person who weighs in on the broad scheme of how Europe develops as a whole, RF is more important than Ukraine. They are reaching their own conclusion, because of the conclusion reached in Russia is that the Orange Revolution has created hopes that cannot be fulfilled. I know some very brilliant Russians who have already said: ‘We share your analysis, and not only all the hopes have not been fulfilled, but also they are not fulfillable because Ukrainians are not capable of doing these things because they are Ukrainians’. If that is the verdict, you will delay by another generation the purging of the imperial impulse inside the RF and in the Russian character. 

Those people in the EU say the RF should take precedence, though I do not understand this, because by yielding to Russia’s interests all of the time they are worsening the underlining problem with Russia. They are not making it better. But this Russian factor is not a major one obstructing Ukraine. The major factor is the relationship between politics and political actors, and bureaucracy. 
One of the reasons the Orange Revolution ended the way it did, without violence, and successfully, is because at an early stage in the process key Western actors at the highest level decided this matters to our interests and they became directly involved. The U.S. and the EU have conducted a lot of consultation. And this was extremely important. 
This already had a revolutionary and very beneficiary effect in the U.S. since the fundamental problem with the U.S. after 9/11 is that the key decision makers in the U.S. forgot one key thing: that the superpower by definition has many vital interests, and not just one. The events of 9/11 had been a cataract in the eye that has distorted sight. Not only people like me, who are dissidents in the system, but also in the National Security Council, the State Department, and the intelligence services there were lot of very high quality people who all along knew this and were fighting. I noticed myself when these events in Ukraine took place; these people suddenly became more important. 
What happened in Ukraine has helped to create and restore a balance in U.S. thinking about broader U.S. interests. But what I am stressing is that political intervention has been very important – as a result of the crisis. A crisis does not last forever. Presidents and Prime Ministers cannot carry on intervening and involving themselves directly in similar Ukraine issues after the major battle has been won. So what happens? The bureaucracy returns to set a stage in their approaches, in their way of working. The working culture becomes a dominant fact. One has to say realistically; the EU bureaucrats, who invented the New Neighborhood Policy, are not going to dis-invent it on their own. They have to be told to dis-invent it by the European Council. They will not be told to do that by the European Council until Ukraine presents Europe with an absolutely unanswerable case. Otherwise, things will just carry on. Today will be very exciting, but the following six months will be very disappointing. 

Finally, what should we be doing? I am asking this question not because half of the people in this room come from the U.S., but it is in general relevant. Every interlocutor with Ukraine’ leadership and its decision-makers need for the sake of Ukraine and the region to be posing to everyone the following question: Do you want praise or do you want hope? They must in a most positive way on our part; we need to be very frank about our concerns and our worries. We now have an opportunity, since the people in charge in Ukraine very much want this to work. They are not people just cynically saying that one thing was consciously trying to work out another plan and do something else. It is ironic having spent much time criticizing President Kuchma when criticism would have no possible effect to refrain from expressing our concern with people who will be influenced by what we think. We need to do that.

Second, and equally important, every Western institution dealing with Ukraine has to conduct an audit of itself and its own way of doing business. Why? Since 1994 NATO and to some extent the EU, but particularly NATO, has had an extensive in-depth program of cooperation in Ukraine, which I had the privilege to participate in. It has operated on many levels. The Ukrainian electorate has seen no benefit from this at all. As a result, something is wrong. And it begins with us. A part of what is wrong is that we have gotten into the habit of sitting around the table and deciding what Ukrainians need, what they should have, as well as what they should do. The time for that is over. Ukrainians have to be sitting at this table with us, the right Ukrainians, from the right spheres, discussing problems in common. 

