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Colored Revolutions

I am going to talk today about the Orange revolution, and the Rose revolution. What I have to say about it is now somewhat different from what I would have said even a few months ago. 

It seemed to me in early 2005 after the inauguration of Victor Yushchenko as President of Ukraine that Ukraine’s Orange Revolution would be the single greatest factor influencing relations and dynamics inside the former Soviet Union, possibly inside the Russian Federation itself, and to a considerable degree within the Black Sea region as a whole. After President Yushchenko dismissed his government in September 2005 it seemed to me that very possibly the failure with Ukraine’s Orange Revolution would be the single greatest factor affecting Russian policy, Russia’s relations with its neighbors and that it would also have a considerable affect on the Black Sea region as a whole. 

Never trust an analyst who says he has been right. Today we have to be much more qualified in both our optimism and pessimism about the significance of these events. I say that for two reasons. First of all, the failure of Victor Yushchenko’s leadership, as perceived by many in Ukraine, as well as some of the betrayal perceived in Ukraine, has not led and I think will not lead to the restoration of all the pre-Orange order in Ukraine. Ukraine had parliamentary elections on the 26th of March. These are extremely significant elections because the new Parliament takes up it seats at the time when Ukraine is becoming a fully fledged parliamentary republic, in which the President retains important powers, but does not begin to retain the dominance, which he has traditionally had under the 1996 Constitution that was agreed to and established under his predecessor Leonid Kuchma. What is interesting about these elections is that the electorate punished Yushchenko very heavily, and his party “Our Ukraine” received some 14% of the vote. More interestingly, is that they did not reward his principal foil and his former rival, the former Prime Minister Victor Yanukovich, and his “Party of Regions”. Victor Yanukovich himself received slightly less percentage of the vote, 32%, than he received in the first round of the elections in October 2004. 
Similar events took place in Georgia as well. In both countries the political cultures have come in to their own. Both in Ukraine and Georgia we are no longer dealing with post-Soviet political culture. We are dealing in each case with something very distinct, with its own attributes, and its own problematic features. That means that those two countries will remain problematic for Russia, the West, and its two central pillars – NATO and the EU. That is one reason why we have to be certainly qualified in pessimism, which was very wide-spread. I was a great exponent of pessimism quite early concerning what was happening in Ukraine beginning with Yushchenko’s victory. There is another reason about the significance of these internal changes, and that because to a very substantial extent relations in the former Soviet Union and in the entire region are being shaped by energy, and by Russia’s view of that energy and how it fits in its overall scheme of economic and geopolitical interests. 

Despite that, the so-called colored revolutions and the specter of those revolutions in other countries, Belarus, Azerbaijan, Central Asia – the question is do they still matter? I would say they matter profoundly because in all of the countries of the former Soviet Union internal politics matter profoundly. Along with the influences caused by the policies of NATO, the EU, and the Russian Federation, every country of the former Soviet Union and the most Black Sea regional countries are extraordinarily affected by the problems of internal politics, security and energy relations, and energy supplies. And this is true out of a very simple reason: independence is fine, but it has a very limited utility if you do not have the capacity to do anything with it. 
That is a key point when you are talking about these countries, which only 15 years ago were the part of the former Soviet Union, and its integrated economic and political system. These countries were by design deprived of the ability and self-confidence, the competence and the institutions, and the means to make their own decisions and implement them. When we talk about relationships in the former Soviet Union we are still talking about vulnerability and dependence. There is a clear difference between the nezavisimost’ [formal independence] and samostoyatelnost’ [ability to stand, to do things for itself]. The latter in hard technical terms is a function of institutions, it is a function of their capacity, the integrity of the institutions, and ownership of the institutions. I will come back to those three issues towards the end of this presentation, when I talk about energy. 

How do internal and external factors relate in three key areas, which in this part of the world and in Europe we do not devote proper attention to, thus causing some real problems and surprises? The political establishments of EU countries and North America are today largely unprepared. 
Following are the three key areas I would like to discuss now:

· Ukraine’s relations with Russia;

· The interconnected relationship between Ukraine, Moldova, Transnistria (de-facto independent entity on the right bank of the Nistru river) and Russia;

· Relations between Georgia and Russia.

What is the Russian thinking and policy with regard to the former Soviet Union? By the mid-1990’s this was a period of romanticism in Russian thinking that has ended. A different type of intellectual dynamic has come up on the scene. Russian political establishment had abandoned the Cold War view of security, but unlike NATO and the EU has not substantially tried to replace the Cold War perspective on security. Instead, they replaced it with the pre-Cold War view of security, meaning that international politics is essentially power politics, that international politics is a struggle for power, that states primarily maximizes the other factors: civic, humanitarian, ethical through classic geopolitical objectives. And along with that ….between great powers, and Russia is certainly one, there is a rational enlightening between great powers to work out and define alleged spheres of interest that Russians call the zones of interests. Even in this so-called romantic period before 1994 there was the time that stated usual and implicit consensus that Russia’s zone of natural special interest was the former Soviet Union.

Romantic was an expectation of the elites at that time that the West did not accept all of this in the interests of stability and security. As early as 1993 President Yeltsin called the leading Western powers and the UN to recognize Russia’s primacy in the former Soviet Union to guarantee and maintain security and stability in that space. It was not very clear in the West about the tenor of their response to that. Usually, the most universal public response to this proposition was negative. Russia’s position towards the West is one of having been eluded, as well as frustration and anger that the West is unwilling to accept this view of security and view of the world. With that the implication that the independent states of the former Soviet Union on the Russian periphery are somehow lesser states whose sovereignty must be qualified and limited to a certain degree. Since the West totally refuses to accept the concept of lots, in Russia this concept is seemingly reasonable and not surprising at all that the Western policy was anti-Russian. This profoundly colors Russia’s view of NATO. I would like to resist a temptation to discuss why there is a limited comprehension as to why NATO should survive. If it is not NATO – is there a perception it is anti-Russian? There is virtually no comprehension as to why it should be enlarged if NATO policies were not anti-Russian. 

The first conclusion that comes out of this way of thinking is that the standing source of friction between Russia and the West is comprised of very different perspectives of what is needed in terms of security, a matter that Europe particularly should consider. The second proposition that comes out of this was that this predominance is seen in this area as natural because those states surrounding Russia are states that broadly speaking – are more or less defined as lacking in samostoyatel’nost, in this capacity to realize any concrete goal that they have. This sense of incapacity by the time Putin became President of Russia became a matter of framing Russian policy in a very systematic way. This is sometimes described very coherently and loosely by Russian analysts, such as Dmitry Trenin who presented a very concise analysis a couple of years ago – the so-called proyect SNG [CIS project], in which he spoke about the policy and the methods of exploiting dependencies and vulnerabilities, and needs for using the economic ties. This can be called a soft security issue versus hard security issues to maintain dominance internally, which is one reason why; if you are in Ukraine or in Georgia the Russian factor is not just an external factor. It is also the factor related to the internal politics because of the way the elite work, a result of common business culture, various ties, relationships and networks. The aim set up by Trenin is to gradually weaken and neutralize pro-Western circles in these countries. However, Putin has changed this whole equation. This is not a result of consumption. It is an operational change, and it is of a profound significance. It is a change of capacity.

The problem when Yeltsin was the President of Russia was that in operational terms Russia did not always function as a state. It functioned as an arena upon which very rich entities [military, security, banks, industry] competed with one another for wealth and power on the transnational scale, but not disciplined in the way of a unified framework of state policy. Hence Putin’s enormous emphasis on strengthening the vertical of power in Russia – an effort that has been largely successful to harmonize not just the capacity of the state but also its political, commercial, geo-economic and geo-strategic objectives. The objective is to turn these structures into instruments of the state policy. Of course, this is not accomplished completely and perfectly, but there has been a qualitative change. 
Now you should understand why the Orange Revolution is of immense importance. It calls the expectations invested in it by the Maidan [hundreds of thousands of people who demonstrated their will during the freezing winter in Kyiv’s Independence Square]. What kept them there? First, the determination that there finally will be a democratic society. 

Talking about this aspect of political culture, the Yeltsin years in Russia persuaded many not for the first time that democracy was very harmful for Russia and therefore it was a very broad popular resentment of Putin’s approach restoring the strongly centralized state. Whereas Kuchma has persuaded people in Ukraine to an opposite conclusion, namely that there has not been real democracy per se in Ukraine. By the end of the year 2004 the Ukrainian electorate was determined that there should be real democracy in Ukraine. In this respect President Yushchenko has not disappointed expectations. But they went out to Maidan for another reason. And possibly there was another primary reason that at last Ukraine should be governed by people in the interests of the country and not in the interests of themselves. That was the reason why over the past year they have been profoundly disappointed. 
But the prospects that the things that would occur naturally had to threaten the entire paradigm of Russian thinking and policy was built with respect to that neighbor, and also some others, and possibly internally as well. This challenge was put very well by the editor of the influential journal “Russia and global affairs” Fyodor Lukyanov, who wrote shortly after that: Russian policy has been traditionally oriented towards power. It is skillful in building relations with loyal regimes. 
The West is working along totally different lines. The West appeals towards what is called civil society – people. Of course, George Soros has invested money, but this is not what matters. Money does not decide. The work with people is what yields results. Whether this is good or bad is another question, but it works. The last thing that it works for is the extremely politically pragmatic elite in Moscow, particularly for President Putin, are very unsettling”. But it did not work immediately because the day after the Orange Revolution President Putin did not feel under pressure to reassess his views about Ukraine since his conclusion was: we were defeated in Ukraine by Ukrainians, and we were defeated by the West. We were defeated by Western money, by a very clear and settled form of intervention orchestrated by Brussels and Washington, who were working together to achieve this result. Therefore, people like me at that time said it is not enough for Yushchenko to win. After he wins he needs to succeed, because if he does not succeed the paradigm not only will not be changed, but also reconfirmed. By the autumn of last year it was quite clear there were no systematic reforms inside Ukraine with the exception possibly of Armed Forces in 1-2 other areas. No systematic reform, no systematic approach to address systematic problems, no unity with regard to wide-spread incompetence, and finally great public disillusionment. This brought immense pressure on President Putin, and in itself played a role in something we discovered in January, when the supply of gas was cut off for Ukraine. Up until this point, Gaszprom had very tentatively and with some delicacy informed Ukrainians that the terms of trade with gas had to change. If you examine everything that was happening over a period of months, the overall Russian approach towards dealing with this very legitimate issue was tactful and cautious. Suddenly in the winter it ceased to be tactful and courteous, and to assume this paradigm shift did not change the political evaluation of what was taking place in Ukraine was very naïve. 

Now we have the elections of March 26. I do not think Moscow is happy about those elections. One comment that suggests this is from Konstantin Kozachyov, who is the chairman of the State Duma International Policy Committee, who accused the West of interfering in the parliamentary elections. If you arrange the facts in a certain way you make a case, and even some iconoclastic journalists and analysts in the West have also made a case that the West to a certain extent did interfere in the Ukrainian presidential elections of 2004. But no one can make the same conclusion about the elections. This sounds like a very emotional response of a very disappointed individual. Why they are unhappy? 

Because before those elections in Ukraine the Yanukovich’s Party of Regions was seen as a natural party of power. Despite certain konkurentsiya [rivalries, competitive interests] in the area of business basically seen as a naturally pro-Russian party committed to the same sort of business culture, and the same economic understanding and geopolitical vision of the country as the Kremlin was. What the elections demonstrated about the Party of Regions is that true to its name it is simply a regional, but not national, force, and by no means a natural party of power. The second thing that some began to notice is that if it ended up having the former Prime Minister Yulia Timoshenko brought back to a new parliament as a new prime minister, and she does what she threatened to do, which is to denounce the gas supply accord of January 2006, she would be supported by the majority of the Eastern Ukrainian businessmen. This totally conflicts with the image of Ukraine as being basically yedinyi narod [common people], as Eastern Ukraine is essentially representative of the views of most Ukrainians, the other views being a product of Western Ukraine nationalists, NATO and EU actions.

What is more problematic though, which might take sometime for everyone to understand, is that this new political system, a shared power between parliament and the president (most of it in parliament), and all of these different factions that are combined and work together, in the form of the prospect of temporary coalitions, then the certainty that the first coalition agreement concluded now will not be the last, and has really brought Ukraine back to itself. It also revealed the existence of a political culture that is not very different from Russia’s, but is going to be very different for both Russia, the EU and NATO to deal with. I have defined this in the article you have in your readings, which I wrote in the Russian Nezavisimaya Gazeta: What Ukraine is returning to, is its heritage of decentralization, lack of pluralism, distrust of power, and loathing of absolutism. Along with that, there is a tendency towards moderation, compromise, bargaining, maneuvering, manipulation, and the avoidance of clear choices. 

What both Russia and the West want from Ukraine is the emergence of a clear political course. I do not think we are going to realize this. Not soon. It could be very difficult for us to live with that. We have the every right at the moment to be confused.

Transnistria 
Its issue is absolutely connected to Ukraine. In 2005 I went around Ukraine, and I had a number of nosy interviews, in which I said the following: How Ukraine deals with Pridnestrovye would be a litmus test for whether the Orange Revolution is serious and whether it is succeeding. The real issue with Pridnestrovye [this is off the page, and off the message when it comes to the official Western views about this] is not the presence of Russian Armed Forces there. The real issue is the fact that a particular entity Pridnestrovian Moldavian Republic [PMR] is a pathological state, which causes problems for its surroundings. What do I mean by a pathological state? All the post-Soviet deficiencies [the inability to separate politics from business, and business from crime] are also there in countries such as Ukraine and Georgia. But in Moldova and PMR, it is the system of power based upon a merger between the military, security, business and criminal structures. That not only defines the state but also its strength. That is why I use the term pathological about that political order. It is a pathological entity, which can only survive because of the parasitical relationship with its primary neighbors -- the greater part of Moldova itself and, of course, Ukraine. 

If you had Dutch-style customs and border services, police forces, and local government, you could not have such a state on its borders. Borders would be controlled, the income would rise, and everything would have been shut down. Hence, it is clear that if Ukraine showed the will and ability to control that border, to impose the EU-style order there, it would immediately put pressure on the whole thing. It would not be necessary to confront Russia directly. What happened to my and everyone’s immense surprise? On 3 March 2006, Ukraine announced the imposition of an EU-style border regime, and fell into line with the EU policy. Everyone who knows anything about it had rightly drawn their breath, because what that means is if you impose it then you are willing to stand up to very powerful business in Ukraine itself, to people who, in many respects, really run the country, and to the shadow structures of power, who have penetrated all of the official structures of power, all the services, customs, and local government. 
So, how long did that border regime last? It has not disappeared yet, but the retreat began on 15 March after a meeting of secretaries of the respective National Security Councils of Russia and Ukraine in Moscow. If what I have said so far makes sense, then I hope you will understand it if I say that this retreat came about not primarily because of Russian threats, but because of the people who decided: we are going to do the right thing over Moldova and PMR, and realized that they were not strong enough to accomplish this inside Ukraine to make it happen. That is a key issue. One has to know the other contributing points because that is not the whole story.

It is apparently fine for the EU to say that if Ukraine is serious, it should adapt similar EU standards towards Moldova and for that matter towards Belarus as well. Excellent. But one has to keep in mind the following factors: Ukraine is not a member of the EU and NATO; when it comes to both Belarus and Moldova, Ukraine is a frontline state; Belarus is a leading trading partner of Ukraine, among the top five; we have the Russian army and all these criminal structures in PMR. And the EU is asking Ukraine to take on its own an exceptionally risky policy. And what does it offer? Just demands and words. Are there any guaranties? No. Are there promises of EU accession? No. Is anyone thinking about how Ukraine can be helped, if the result of this policy is pressure from PMR, from Moscow, or from somewhere else? I do not think so. These problems are very much related. 
So, this is an illustration of the fact that if Western policy remains only as one that is simply principled and rhetorical, but unwilling to become directly engaged, the internal factors inside Ukraine will triumph over a sense of national interest.           

Georgia

Do not think the problem between Georgia and Russia can be understood simply at the level of state-to-state relations. They involve several types of internal factors. The dynamics taking place inside Russia’s North Caucasus, is part of the Russian Federation, but the area is increasingly moving out of Russia’s de-facto control. Chechnya now is not a fundamental issue. There is a very strong, unsavory regime in Chechnya that has been given a lot of power by Russia. It is the other part of the Northern Caucasus, which is becoming an issue, starting with Dagestan. This is a problem that spreads over into a non-Caucasian part of Russia itself: Krasnodar, Stavropol. The problem is a serious one, it is not invented. Russia faces an exceptionally acute, serious and fearful security problem in the North Caucasus, which we all underestimate. What is not understood in Moscow is that these problems are the consequence of Russian behavior and methodology. 

Throughout the pre-Soviet and the Soviet period, for probably 150 years, the methodology has been defined in the context of a clan to back it, to give it everything it wants, and forget about the rest. There has been no concerted attempt to reconcile dominance with legitimacy. The result is in areas like Dagestan where the political culture is based upon shared power, arrangements and agreements. When you do this you alienate all other clans. Finally if all other clans win, then you have a new black hole that has been created, as well as the desire to do more about it. This is happening in Chechnya at the moment. Kadyrov is very strong, and every other force in Chechnya knows him. One thing Kadyrov would like to do is be given backing by Moscow to begin to wage some kind of war in Georgia, involving the Chechen-Georgian relationship, which is not good. This is one dimension of Russia-Georgia relations. 

Another dimension of it are the so-called frozen conflicts: Abkhazia, and South Ossetia. What has happened in the past few weeks? The President of South Ossetia has made now an official appeal to the Russian Constitutional Court to consider his region’s legal accession into the Russian Federation after succession from Georgia. Tbilisi has wisely said: if this goes to a referendum, we are not contemplating a military response. Incidentally, at the very end of last year and the beginning of this year with the explosion of a pipeline connecting Russian energy to Georgia, the natural tendency in Tbilisi was to blame the Russian Federation. But probably those elements in South Ossetian leadership is to be blamed. Why did all of this happen? What are the reasons for all this to occur inside Georgia itself? It is no secret that internally the situation in Georgia remains difficult and in many ways a very unhappy one. One must at least ask the question whether under these circumstances some forces in the Georgian establishments, and individuals might be tempted to exacerbate the rhetoric in confrontation with Russia and all its mobilization efforts to maintain its support. The temptation is there in the overall internal situation. 

Energy Issue

There are three dimensions to this energy relationship. The problem is that most of the people are focusing on only one. If you do not see all three of them you do not see the whole picture. 
One aspect is economic. The main economic reality is that Russia’s gas production is declining relative to demand. The only way to change that situation in the long term is to explore the huge unexploited gas fields, which is not happening because the rule of entry maintained under the Putin system for foreign entities are uninviting, and do not encourage them to contribute the expertise, and the capital needed. As powerful as Gazprom is [it is the most powerful gas company in the world] with its reach as it is, and as much progress it has made, and as much expertise as it has there, Gazprom itself does not have the technology, capital, and expertise to pursue unlimited new projects. This in itself multiplies other types of pressures to control all transit routes, all infrastructure, and all downstream facilities to expand to other countries downstream including the UK. In order to tie Europe more and more closely with these Russian energy monopolists, there is no alternative way other than to follow Russia’s energy policy. 
The second aspect is geopolitics, which is mentioned in paragraph one of the official energy strategy of the Russian Federation, that “our position in energy significantly determines the geopolitical position in the world”.

The third factor, which until recently did not command proper Western attention, although it garnered significant attention in Ukraine, is what the Ukrainians call a “subjective factor”. It is the institutional factor. Let us look at the agreement that Ukraine and Russia have concluded in January to receive gas at sums that seem difficult to explain or calculate through an entity called RosUkrEnergo. In addressing the concept of capacity, did those people in Ukraine who negotiated this agreement fully understand what they have agreed to? Were the people who sent them there, beginning with the president present, and did they understand what they were agreeing to? Was it an interagency process of discussion in setting the framework for negotiation, the monitoring of it, and the approving of it? Did the Cabinet of Minister of Ukraine coordinate this issue with the National Security and Defense Council of Ukraine? Or was it decided in a hotel room on the back of an envelope? Did official institutions control this process or did it take place in the shadows, by a few trusted but untoward people? Al these are rhetorical questions because the answers are obvious. 

Analogically to the North Caucasus’s situation with transparency, the central question is simply an ability to factually know: What decision has been made, where, by whom and why it has been implemented, when it comes to this 4th January agreement? We do not know the answers.

The next question is ownership. Who owns RosUkrEnergo? We do not know. Who really owns UkrNaftoGas? Legally, it is a state company, but whom do they answer to? What are their real royalties? I would suggest, we do not know. A modest example of what I mean is when British Petroleum entered into a merger with the Russian private oil company TNK. At the time it happened I had a friend who worked for TNK, who said: «Everyone was very nervous. Why? Because of the question of ownership. You should understand how this company works. There are three levels of management. The first is senior management. We never see them. They are involved in political, geopolitical and geo-economic projects. We have people like me, who are junior management, and we are living in a state of insecurity wondering if we are going to have another job in two months. But most of the people here are middle management. What they do is steal». One might ask: who really owns them, whom do these people really work for? 

If you want to understand the problem posed by the energy sector, particularly in Ukraine and Russia as well, you should think about the problems that had been and are posed by the Armed Forces of the former USSR. What do they have in common? 1) Both the energy and defense sector have at their disposal an immense amount of power and resources. 2) Both deal with issues that directly involve national security, and national survival -- even if the military primarily deals with the hardest traditional aspects of this, and energy is primarily about the softer aspects of this. 3) You cannot begin to control or influence or make policy in either without substantive knowledge. Knowledge of both areas is very difficult to acquire as it involves real expertise, e.g., rigorous [at least two years] training in the so-called military sciences. All this expertise exists only inside these institutions. But what should other institutions, that need this expertise, do – e.g., the Parliament of Ukraine, Presidential Administration, office of the President, society at large, NGO’s, and other experts? 

The other two problems are very similar. That is total lack of transparency, and an inability to understand what is going on inside -- unless you are part of it or you have special ties and connections inside these institutions. There is a total arrogance about themselves and a complete absence of any accountability to anyone but themselves. The problems are very similar. I have a friend who periodically negotiates with Gasprom. He said to me one day that talking with Gasprom is like talking to the Soviet General Staff. 

The challenge of this is that NATO recognizes that even if Ukraine was very serious [and it has become such] in reforming its defense and military structures, it could not do this entirely on its own. The result of this has become a whole menu of NATO-Ukraine cooperation, which primarily works through the Working Group on Defense Reform. It has done an immense amount to change not only the military system, but also the military culture in Ukraine. But the other question is: Are the EU and NATO willing and able to resurrect equivalent institutional mechanisms to begin the process of transforming Ukraine’s energy sector and helping Ukraine develop a national energy strategy, which can be really sustainable and implemented? The answer to that will not simply affect Ukraine and its security. It will affect the Black Sea region as well as Europe and the U.S.       
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