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The outcome of the colored revolutions
All the presented views do not necessarily coincide with those of the British government. My Center is part of the Ministry of Defense. Although it pains some of the most senior people in the British government very much, we have a charter to write, and speak, and act independently. In essence I have no right to speak on behalf of the British government, but so far they do not have the right to tell me what to say.
The subject that I have been asked to speak about is the outcome of colored revolutions. Because I have been living with these for years before it happened, it is the most difficult thing for me to talk about. The world is still not a nice place and, unfortunately, it is still helpful to begin a lecture by quoting Lenin. Lenin said is that there is nothing more unscientific than the distinction between internal and external policy. That is the framework within which one has to understand the phenomenon we call the colored revolutions in three former Soviet states. 
In the eyes of those who took part in these so-called revolutions, of those who encouraged them and those who feared them in Ukraine, in Georgia, in Kyrgyzstan, each of those dramatic changes was designed to enable people and countries to live differently from the way they did. The two, in today’s world, are inseparable. The relationship between how people live, power relations within a country, and how countries live; the degree of choice, access,  dependency and constraint in the international arena is today not nearly as rigid as it was during the Cold War. But that relationship still exists. It is still constraining, and it has even been reformulated.

The demarcation lines still exist in the world. However, today's dividing lines in Europe and Eurasia are not based upon ideology per se. Today, with varying degree of hope, hypocrisy, and shamelessness, nearly all governments of Europe and the former Soviet Union pretend do believe in the same things: democracy, market economy etc. The dividing lines that are there are based upon differences of political and business culture. 
There is a very astute Russian question: protiv kogo vy druzhite? (against whom are you waging friendship?). It is a very astute question of a particular political context, because in today's world your political and business culture dictate, to a large extent, who your friends are.  That is particularly the case in the former Soviet Union which until relatively recently, and let us not forget, was a single political and economic entity and which then, and now, has been characterized by very profound dependencies, very uneven distribution of resources, and very grave inequalities of power.

So, what is the backdrop to these so-called colored revolutions, and how we should be judging them? What are constraints which, from the start, doomed each of them to a significant degree of failure. 
The first constraint: The Soviet Union collapsed but the Soviet system did not. The Soviet system simply mutated and the process began before the collapse. Even what was called “liberalization and reform” under Gorbachev, involved the process of slow mutual cooptation and even merger between those who are ostensibly ran the country (the public authorities), and those who de facto were acquiring ownership of it. The shadow structures, more or less criminalized networks, needed a relationship of some kind with state to be able to function, and the state needed a relationship with them for the economy function. That whole process, not just in Russia but in Ukraine as well and many other places, of liberalization, privatization, and the creation of newly independent states, in essence legitimated and consummated this process of cooptation. It enabled, to a significant degree, the same class of people to continue to hold power both in the economy and the political system. That is to say, bureaucratic power in the Soviet system was gradually transformed into financial power. This is not simply a legacy issue; what the EU fondly calls “free market economy” actually provided the tools that enabled much of the Soviet elite, their friends, and offspring to revive and exercise power in a much more flexible and attractive way they had before. Of course, this is a simplification, but it is a good one.  

Power structures have been reformulated in many ways, but they have certainly not been revolutionized. Real qualitative change in a country like Ukraine and Georgia is not just about overcoming the various burdens of the past, it is about the creation of a new, reliable and flexible power structures based upon money. Certainly before Putin came to power in Russia, if you were to ask any discerning person, “what is the highest authority in Russia?” the answer would be money. In these conditions of a merger between the basically a lapsed, corrupted, Leninist regime and the shadowy, criminalized, economic, there is a fusion of the cultural understandings between them. That fusion and the relationship between politics, business and crime have created one of the biggest security problems for the entire Black Sea region, or at least post-communist part of it. It is not possible to address this fundamental issue without addressing realities of power, who and which institutions hold it, and how they work? If these issues are not addressed then the major security problem is not being dealt with. There is one big constraint. 
The second big constraint is us, the West, manifestly the EU but even to a certain extent also NATO. We love to piously the EU is a values-based institution, but let us be less pious about it, because it is very practical. Whether people feel good about it or not, in the US, in the UK, in Denmark, in the Netherlands people are accustomed to living in a rules-based system. That is the way business works and we are comfortable with that because the rules and those who enforce them are effective. There are real institutions that have the authority, capacity and competence to do what they are supposed to do. There, what the US and UK define as a scandal is just normal business practice.
Several years ago, someone who is now an extremely influential minister in the government, of the Prime Minister Yanukovich in Ukraine, welcomed a friend of mine, a Deputy Head of Mission of a major European country, to Ukraine with a dinner arranged in a very luxurious cellar in a remote area of Kyiv. It was surrounded by people in black jackets and small arms. He assured him that Ukraine was deeply interested in European integration. He wished, in the same way as the previous very senior minister in the Kuchma's Administration, to assure him that his country could count upon very favorable treatment from the tax authorities of Ukraine. What happened as a result of this? This minister walked out of the conversation saying, “I underline Ukraine's European aspirations” and the diplomat walked out saying, “This country has no realistic prospect of entering the EU because there is a world difference between the two”.

BP and Shell might be able to do what needs to be done in terms of doing business in the former Soviet Union. They have access to all the contacts matter and people who make real decisions. Nevertheless, as we have seen in Sakhalin, in Shtockman gas field, the rules can be changed from the top, and the rules do not necessarily protect you. Imagine the position of an average, small and medium-size entrepreneur in the EU, in an economy based overwhelmingly on small and medium-size business thinking, “Shall I invest in India, shall I invest in Ukraine, or Malaysia?” and talking to a perspective partner in Ukraine. When he asks the normal question: “What is your budget?” the response is “Well, I can't really tell you that.” Who are your shareholders? Whom is your company owned by? Does anybody know you? One does not find  satisfactory answers. What does the businessman do? If he is a wise person he will go no further and say “I will not have anything to do with a country like this.” This is a fundamental problem. 
It does not matter whether you really feel it in your bones that you are a European or wish to become a part of Europe. You cannot integrate in a meaningful sense. This is not simply about values, this is about the way countries, and communities, and economies work and interact with one another. This is a real demarcation line.

Even in NATO. Not simply as a matter of piety. As a matter of parity NATO always insists that democracy, reforms, transformation of economy is more important than anything done in the  security and defense sector. Fine. There is a practical reason behind this. If institutions do not work properly, of they are not transparent, if there are not the means to know what they are doing, how do you know who your security services are really working for? Who is operating them, and for what purpose? How does the minister of defense know that the budget he has is actually going where it is allocated to? Unless there are appropriate mechanisms of monitoring it, unless a proper mechanism of control is not in place, who is to say that what is actually taught in the military academies, and what has been actually done, reflects the declared defense policy of the country? Certainly, well before Anatoly Gritsenko became Minister of Defense of Ukraine, in the mid-1990s it was still the case as he said at the time, “Although we are a country whose official policy is to stake a partnership with in our military academies everyone is learning how Ukraine is supposed to respond to an attack from the Western coalition of 40 divisions.” How you do all of this without the transformation of institutions in terms of accountability, control transparency etc. This is what NATO puts so much emphasis on this. And the Ukrainian and Georgian security sectors, who are present here, know what I am talking about. 

The third constrain in the eyes of people who were behind these revolutions is: Russia. It is important to remember old Ukrainian axiom that "Russia suffers two fundamental problems: bad roads and fools. Ukraine suffers three fundamental problems: bad roads, fools and Russians". 

The first problem is, for the reasons I mentioned, is Russian elites. Russian economic elites have an immense amount of influence inside all of these countries whether they wish to use it or not. It's there as an objective fact, particularly when you look at Ukraine the Russians consider nashi (a common people). Whether you accept this view of Ukrainians or you don’t, there is an overwhelming Russian view on common language, many aspects of common culture, interpolation of elites in many spheres of life, particularly in the countries where the institutions are not terribly transparent, and the rules of monitoring those institutions do not work very well. As a result of that, particularly in Ukraine but - to some extent - everywhere in the former Soviet Union, Russia is not simply a factor in external relations but a structural component of internal politics and the internal national economy. This is true even if there isn’t somebody in the Kremlin saying “We should use this someway to our advantage.” The problem is that there has been always somebody in the Kremlin, especially since mid-1990s, was thinking how to do that. 
Boris Yeltsin, in a speech to the heads of what has now become the Federal Security Service (FSB) said, “Global ideological confrontation has been replaced with the struggle for spheres of influence in geopolitics.” In 1994 he said to the FSB in 1994 (whose legal terms of reference is security inside the Russian Federation), “Your big priority must be the Near Abroad.” The Head of Foreign Military Intelligence, at a time when it was legally not allowed to conduct intelligence activities in the neighboring countries, Yevgeniy Primakov when he retired, said (with obvious pride) “Our institution has devoted its maximum attention to strengthening centripetal processes in the former Soviet Union.” This is before Putin came to power.         
 

Now, Putin's innovation is very simple, it's the transformation of preoccupation with geopolitics into a preoccupation with geo-economics. To ask whether what takes place abroad vis-à-vis the Russian energy sector is about commerce, about markets, or about geopolitics is totally an academic and artificial question. In the first paragraph of the official energy strategy of the Russian Federation to the year 2020, there are two statements one after another: Russia’s moshchnyi (powerful) energy sector is a key instrument of internal and external policy; and the strength of that sector to a large extent determines Russia's position in global geopolitics. It is there officially… until a Russian representative talks to a Westerner and says, “No, it is not there”. 

The calculus which has characterized President Putin's way of thinking and all of those in his circle is very simple. Outcomes are to be sought which provide profit as well as influence to Russia. Outcomes that simply provide influence without profit are O.K. as are outcomes that simply provide profit without influence. However, the outcomes producing influence at the cost of Russia and its economy (which is certainly the case throughout the Soviet period and certainly the case in much of the 1990s) are no longer acceptable. It is not surprising that energy has now become an instrument of policy. Under Yeltsin it basically was not. By the time Boris Yeltsin left the power, in operational terms the Russian Federation had seized to be what we call a state. It had become instead simply an arena upon which very, very powerful interests competed against one another ruthlessly for wealth and power, for their own interests, and usually at Russia's expense. The basis of Putin's popularity in Russia is his putting an end to that; resurrecting the state.
The point I am making here is not that geopolitics is no longer matters. It matters but the coordinates of geopolitics have changed. They involve a more complex range of issues than before and particularly if you are a Westerner sitting inside the EU. President Putin can deal flexibly, profitably, pragmatically with countries irrespective of whether they are run by new age vegetarians or by regimes that have liquidated half of their people. It is immaterial to him. If the outcome can benefit to Russia, there could be a constructive relationship. Russia in world politics has done exceptionally well compared to US, particularly since the Iraq war, simply by profiting from everybody else's mistakes, and making friends with those whom either the US or the EU have alienated. The geopolitical factor is there, but it is different. 
Let me now discuss three areas where I think all colored revolutions have to some extent gone wrong. I don’t wish to use the word failed. If you look at the events in Ukraine, you can see that things are in motion, and, after whatever resolution to this particular period of turbulence we have takes place, things will be in motion again. So, I don't want to speak with finalities about it, but more has gone wrong than has gone right. 

Let me use Ukraine as a baseline to comment about the two other countries as well. First, there has been a failure to understand and act upon, what in Ukraine is called the spirit of the Maidan, but which is also a spirit of those who assembled in Tbilisi and in Bishkek. And the fundamental issue for those people was not democracy as a cliché but something more concrete. Finally, they thought, the leadership of the country would govern in the interests of the country and not in the interests of themselves. It swiftly became apparent in Kyiv that if that aspiration is to be acted upon, it has to be acted upon a very partial and haphazard manner. Even a few weeks after Yushchenko was inaugurated, many friends of mine, very pragmatic and not idealistic people, said, “Nothing is going to be really changed”. 
In the essence, the political culture, more specifically the culture of power, was not really capable, and still is not capable, in most post-Soviet countries of realizing these aspirations either internally or externally. To put it somewhat differently, the political class, even Yushchenko who comes from a subculture of this culture of power, has been unwilling to pay the price required to achieve these aspirations. Which, in Yushchenko's case means beginning with developing an attitude of principle indifference to the position of his friends and whether they do well, but he did the opposite. He put them all in government, and they used their opportunities in a slightly nicer way than others in the past in Ukraine have used their opportunity. 

Oddly enough, in some respects Georgia has done much better. In Georgia, there have been some real changes despite some major deficiencies. Of the three countries, Georgia has shown, so far, the most promise. If you look at Ukraine at present there is a clash between two subcultures of an old culture of power. 
On the one hand, you have Yanukovich and his Party of Regions. They are a typically Soviet, democratically centralized organization, very hierarchical, very disciplined, they understand organization, they have a state tradition of understanding the administrativnyi poryadok (administrative order). They have no comprehension of a state tradition of a public spirit in a democratic sense of the term. They have from the beginning behaved like an entity whose sole reason for existence has been to amass and consolidate power, and crush anything in the way, which could be crushed.  
Where does President Yushchenko come from? The culture he comes from is one the Russians would call semenaya: a family based political culture, i.e. close political friendships, linkages and networks, romantic, not pragmatic, very personalized, in its own way very inbred, distrustful of outsiders. He has been consistently outmaneuvered, but has also failed to understand really what has been driving many people on the streets. He is quite incapable of understanding authority and how it is to be exercised.         
The second issue, certainly in Yushchenko's case, is the lack of appreciation of the audience i.e. “your enemies are still about, they are around, their power structures are still there”. It is a reply really of what happened in 1991 as a whole. The West is always celebrated the fact that change in the Soviet Union was not violent. Things that everyone worried about, including the CIA never happened. The main reason it did not happen is because older elites could adjust to new happened circumstances, play the role. They ended up benefiting. Yushchenko did not understand: He was on  borrowed time with one year to demonstrate – not to realize his aspirations (that will take a generation even with supreme confidence and everybody’s support). One year to demonstrate to the people of the country he really means what he says, that he was starting to address real problems, and make people see that it is possible to live differently from the way they live today and for them to able to talk about the state as their state. The inability to do this, no matter for what reason: either impossibility or inability, gives time for the enemies will recover confidence and that includes the Kremlin. The enemies will take note of all faults of the current power. For Yushchenko, who assume at any point that an agreement signed with Yanukovich would be honored because it was an agreement, demonstrates on the one hand how un-Leninist he is, but on the other how romantic and unrealistic he was. Yanukovich judges everything according to the correlation of forces.  
 
    
This is one more are with which I would make a contrast with Georgia. Certainly when it came to Russia, issues in Georgia have been clear. Both because the many people who came to power after Saakashvili came to power were very unprofessional in handling Russia and because of the Kremlin's response to that. The relationship swiftly became worse than anyone had envisaged. One of the consequences of measures that Russians would regard as counteroffensive measures rather then the offensive measures, that part of the Georgian elite and political culture which used to be always very Russian orientated which was always rather smaller than that of Ukraine has lost all credibility. In Georgia, the Russian factor is something that unites the country. In Ukraine, the Russian factor is one which divides the country. The worse things get, the more that continues to be so. 

The last reason for the failre is something already mentioned but I want to address it in a more specific context here. Victor Yushchenko and those who support his Party Nasha Ukraina (Our Ukraine) and the large part of Ukraine generally not only have an existential commitment to full integration with Europe and the EU, they have an existential conviction that Ukraine is European state and that this is not problematic. Yet, it is problematic because the Ukraine that Yushchenko wishes to integrate with is the Europe of 1907 not  2007. The Europe he wants to integrate with is  a ‘great Christian ethno-cultural civilization with the common past, common traditions and the common heritage’. For good or ill, no one in the European Commission defines Europe, or at theast the EU in that way.  Their whole approach to these questions is emphatically post-modern. For the European Commission, the people who work there, the people behind this project, Europe is multi-religious, multi-cultural entity, which defines itself not on the basis of heritage but on the basis of status. Very few people in Europe, in the EU understand that still now in Western Ukraine on a Sunday morning men clean their shoes, put on their suites, ties and go to church. It is simply not interesting to them in the absence of even minimally decent social services and healthcare in Eastern Ukraine, in the absence of serviceable infrastructure or local budgets, a business environment that encourages somebody to become an entrepreneur without the feeling that he will end up to be an absolute slave to 6 7 hidden authorities. 
These are the things that the EU today is interested in, whether you like it or not. The preoccupations of many in the former Soviet world, but very strongly in Ukraine, are modern i.e. about the state and revival of the nation-state. The whole EU project is designed to move beyond the nation and the nation state, it is post-modern. So, that is a complete clash in the coordinates and timing. This is one more reason why Georgia has done better; Georgians regard themselves and their country, politically and culturally as a bridge i.e., an intermediary between Europe and Asia, and as a critical element of holding together the important regions of the Black Sea and the Caspian. They don’t regard themselves as people artificially separated from their real home in Europe. The result of this is that Georgia's approach towards the EU and NATO agenda has become extremely practical: “What do they want, what do we have to do in order to get closer and better relations with those organizations?”. This is an illustration again that recent history, unfortunately matters in many countries in the region, much more than a more distant history. If the whole Soviet experience obliterated those, and the way of thinking of those who were the products of a different type of heritages -- Polish, Lithuanians, Greco, Roman whatever -- that heritage unfortunately is not of great relevance to the problems that countries face.

Now, where are these problems are leading? That is the most controversial point. Consequences, from the standpoint of every country in the region, of course are linked. First, all of the disappointments, contrary to Brzhezinsky's predictions of 1989 that Central Europe has now naturally moved into the West, all the development went not quite that way. It's not the same situation. The Polish analogy does not apply. The first consequence of that is the deepened strategic myopia of the West. e.g., why is this program is under more budgetary constrains than it was five years ago? First, the focus of attention to the West is no longer in the Black Sea-Caspian region. Second, what can only be described as the closing of Europe, the disillusionments and disappointments naturally have made those who, from the beginning, wanted to put a geographical limit on European enlargement, and certainly exclude Ukraine, have said to people like me: “Game, set and match to me. I have won my arguments and you lost your arguments.” How many years will have to pass before you are in a position to make these arguments again? 

Although, I do not exclude the possibility that Georgia within a short period of time will get an invitation to submit the Membership Action Plan to NATO, and within a reasonable period of time be a NATO member. Georgia might become a NATO member before Ukraine becomes a NATO member. It is possible, the thought is acceptable in many quarters of NATO. 

The second countertrend is bigger, it is immense one: energy. The realization that we can no longer walk around repeating this mantra that we have always had, which is, “Russia is a long-term, stable and reliable supplier of energy”. This is no longer the view of the EU. It is no longer a private matter. If you read the European Commission's Energy Policy published in January 2007, and the EU Action Plan after the last EU Summit, you will see that there is an enormous worry, and that the general conception of the problem has changed profoundly. That does not necessarily mean that something effective let alone profound will actually be done about it. The thinking has changed. That means that means that there are now more people in the EU who are being fostered to ask the following question: “Can we continue to remain a civilizational project with geopolitical implications, or must we now start to think of becoming more of a geopolitical project with civilizational implications?” So, that question is open. As you know, there is a regional dimension to that question. 

Belarus. So much to what is happening, there is in a state dominated by one person. It is the realization of this one person that his policies have brought Belarus to no energy security at all. Consider the position of Azerbaijan. The fact that whatever might be happening in an unpromising direction in Kazakh foreign policy, the Central Asian countries are beginning to understand: we have resources, we have our own interests, we have to think about developing our own options. And there is China. So, the future is not a closed one, but the tendencies are relatively negative.

And my last point is Russia. The fundamental problem, I think, that all of us in Western Europe have is this. We have tried since 1991, and we've largely succeeded, to replace the Cold War view of the world in security with the Post Cold War view of the world. Even NATO tried to do that. NATO is much more interested in developing common security cultures than it is in establishing new dividing lines in the rest of Europe. It has been difficult for NATO to accept realistically just how serious Russian objections might be say, to Ukraine's inclusion into NATO. Certainly, the events in Crimea this summer was that realization of this. If anyone in NATO were to apply for a job in NATO Headquarters and say I believe Ukraine should join NATO because it will weaken Russia, he would not get the job. So, the culture even in NATO has changed. We have made this change through the post-Cold War era of course with the usual hypocrisies, with the usual double standards, and we have lost some faith in what we've done.  What is happening in Russia, is that the Russian elite (long before Putin) replaced the Cold War view of the world with the pre- Cold War view of the world. By which I mean pre-1914: that international security is about respecting of spheres of influence; it must be based pragmatically, ruthlessly and single-mindedly on national interests; the combinations between great powers must be based on spheres of influence, as Russians say "zones of special influence", and; the great powers in such a system have rights on the small powers. This would be fine if Bismarck was in Germany and the former situation was there in the UK. 

The situation is different today; the West cannot think and operate in this way. You really even among those members of NATO who have no interest in Ukraine you cannot get them to positively accept that the decisions about Ukraine's future should really be in another country's capital and not between Kiev and Brussels. That of course means that for all of this, for those who are dedicated to resurrecting (in reformatted terms) the spheres of influence in the former Soviet Union have always, naturally had an interest in the failure of all the colored revolutions. If you look at Ukraine since January 2005, that interest in failure has been activated in three ways. Activated with some delay because initially there was a great disorientation but from that time when it was clear that the Orange Coalition was falling apart, there have been three ways that I think the Russian Federation has tried to influence events, all of them conducted very subtly.

One is energy. Perhaps, enough said, but let me remind you that in June 2005 Gasprom was insisting to the Ukrainian government that because of market conditions, and because of unacceptability of the current conditions that energy prices would need to rise by 30% and eventually by 70%. Only after Orange Coalition fell apart, just a few months later, the demand that they should rise was 400%. There was no change in the market conditions to justify that but political changes justify that change. 

The second is a variety of means, some very untraditional, the direct and indirect actions to exacerbate lack of NATO's popularity in Ukraine. The events in Crimea this past summer have had a very significant effect. Yet, I have two books published in Russia, one of which is very, very boastful about the way this whole special operation was put together to defeat NATO and create an illusion of thousands of people protesting when in fact something much targeted and careful was taking place.

 The final point, or course, various forms of backchannel negotiations with political factions at various times with various inducements being offered. My point is this, as we look at the future, there is something we might be forced to focus on something even though might not even wish to think about: The relation between what are now the dynamics of instability in Ukraine and the dynamics of political succession in Russia. This is a very worrying relationship. Not only because Ukraine is affected by what's going on inside Russia, but because the reverse is true. The prospect of success of the Orange Revolution was naturally very, very worrying to Putin, and very threatening to his whole model of domestic governance. There is also a very basic reason. One has to answer: whose interests inside Russia are served by instability in Ukraine? Those who wish to see a strengthening of authoritarianism cannot be disappointed that Ukraine is in a state of bardak and besporyadok  (chaos and disorder), and particularly those people inside Russia who would like to see Vladimir Purin stand for a third term. This is a scenario more and more people are describing. Some of you might have noticed an article in the British paper The Guardian written by Boris Berezovsky that was conspicuous of all political exiles, talking about the need to over throw Putin's regime by coupe and by force. Whose hands is he playing in? Is Berezovsky foolish? Does he not know who can seize upon his words to do what? Is it so inconceivable particularly following the assassination of Mr Litvinenko that Mr Berezovsky has reached an accommodation with certain forces in Kremlin? What other dangers could conceivably be created in the Russian state between now and the time when Putin either leaves office or decides to remain in it? I am raising questions that have simply been raised by one commentator and expert, after another, in Russia itself. This relationship is one that we might be forced become attentive to even when we do not wish to. 
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