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Ukraine's European Choice: Fitfalls and Prospects

Mikhall A. Molchanov

Introduction

Ukraine' s post-Soviet higtory is asad story of an increasingly poorer country in a
progressively wedthier world. Owing its very existence to termina decay and collapse of a
totditarian state, where Ukraine was originaly conceived as aprovincid satrapy, the country
was born of the ashes of the former Soviet Union in December 1991. The falen superpower
endowed its former republic with a France-sze territory, 55 million population, some well
advanced and some less successful but functioning industries, skilled labor force and one of the
best developed socia welfare systemsin Europe. Three years later, dl of it, save territory, was
gone, some — gone for good. Nine years later, Ukraine joined the ranks of the world' s poorest
and most corrupt states. Twelve years later, Ukraine seems to be of no particular interest to the
rest of the world; verifiably irrelevant for al practica purposes and so completely out of sight of
the internationa media that dmost any Central Asan Statelet looks a caebrity in comparison.

And yet, severd things distinguish Ukraine from less developed African countries. An
important cavest is furnished by geography: Ukraine is fill located in Europe. Ukraine remains a
bridgehead between Europe and Russia. Russia, though a bleask shadow of her own padt, isill a
continent in itsdf, and acquires a new significance as western dly in the so-cdled “ anti-
terrorism” warfare for the control over the unstable world peripheries. Russa does carry strategic
energy reserves of the twenty-first century, while Ukraine owns transportation networks to bring
Russan gasand, potentidly, Russan and Azeri ail to the energy-starved Europe. The eastward
expangon of the European Union bringsit Sraight to the Ukrainian borders, which means that
Ukrain€ s trade with its western neighbors becomes subject to the EU regulations, and free
movement of people across the border must stop at the entrance to a newly expanded Schengen
zone. Ukraine shares borders with NATO members Poland and Hungary, while not being a
NATO member itsf.

Ukraine has entered the new century in the throes of adeep political crisis over the
adleged involvement of Presdent Kuchmaiin paliticaly motivated killing of independent Internet
journaist Georgy Gongadze. While Gongadze has been posthumousdly eevated to the martyrdom
ligt of the internationd non-governmental organization Reporters Without Borders and bestowed
the OSCE award for defense of free speech in his country, Ukraing' s politica establishment
shrugged off the tragedy as acompletely periphera, even if unfortunate episode that can hardly
meke anyone doubt either the depth of Ukraine' s postcommunist transformation or sincerity of
its pro-western choice. Western darling, the reformist Prime Minister Y ushchenko tailored his
last ex-officio addresses as economic success stories that shied away from such issues as
increesngly dictatoria powers of the president, pervasive corruption and crimindization of the
government, virtua absence of independent judiciary and weeding out of independent media.
Foreign Minigter Zlenko inssted that Ukraing s western orientation was as solid as ever and
regffirmed the desire to join the European Union sooner rather than later. Presdent Kuchma
dismissed the Gongadze case, together with al concerns over freedom of expression in the
country, asdirty tricks of the unnamed “enemies of Ukraing’ and vagudly hinted at some
internationa conspiracy as aroot cause of the problem. The implicating testimony of former
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secret service agent Mykola M e nychenko, strengthened by 300 hours of tapes that recorded
presidentiad conversations with his trusted lieutenants, did not make those who, in
Melnychenko' s words, turned Ukraine into “one big protection racket” blink twice.

Lessthan ayear later, Ukraing s western “vocation” was dl the vogue once again. The
U.S. Congress was lobbied by Ukraine slocal sympathizers not to decrease the amount of
foreign aid appropriations earmarked for America s “best friend” in the post-Soviet region.
Ukrainian diaspora activigts closed ranks behind the flag, taking the cause of the “old country”
back to heart once the fear that western neglect may prompt Ukraine- Russia rgpprochement set
in. Panegyricsto the “European choice” sung to various bodies in Brussals by Ukraine's
government plenipotentiaries and opposition leaders dike touched European soul’ s sentimental
strings. By the end of March 2001 Sweden, which then chaired the EU, confirmed that Ukraine
remained the EU’s “ strategic partner and friend.”? The Council of Europe failed to initiate the
expulsion procedures for human rights violations, and the Parliamentary Assembly of the
Council of Europe was able to reach, amonth later, an undeservedly tolerant final concluson on
the “Ukraineissue,” even as Kiev's assault on independent media continued? Speskingin
Warsaw in June 2001, U.S. Presdent George W. Bush inssted that

The Europe we are building must include Ukraine, a nation struggling with the
trauma of trangtion. Somein Kiev speak of their country's European destiny. If
thisistheir aspiration, we should reward it. We must extend our hand to Ukraine,
as Poland has dready done with such determination.*

In little more than amonth &fter thet, three high-leve viststo Kiev by U.S. Nationd
Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice, NATO Secretary-General Lord George Robertson,
and EU Secretary Genera and foreign policy chief Javier Solana confirmed western
interest in this geopalitically important country. As Elizabeth Jones, U.S. Assigtant
Secretary of State for European affairs, chose to put it, “Ukraine matters to the United
States because we believe in its European destiny.”®

Judging by dl appearances, western confidence in Ukraing s ability to “rgoin” Europe
sooner rather than later is not yet depleted. While Russia s potentia membership in the EU has
not been subject to a serious consderation, Ukraine has been able to demand atimetable
commitments and, having failed to obtain those, nevertheless succeeded in keeping the issue
afloat. Since Ukraing sinternd dtuation in many respects — from economic reform and overal
hedth of itsindustry to democratic accountability, judiciary independence and viahility, loca
governance, and freedom of individua expresson — is no better, and often worse than Russia's,
one could wonder if western embrace of the country is not a primafacie example of wighful
thinking. But what motivates it? |s Ukraine needed as such or for reasons that are extraneous to
the country’ sintringc merits?

Until September 11, 2001, forever redefined western understanding of globa security
risks, Ukraine’s geopalitical importance for the West could only be explained vis-& visimplicitly
suspicious, if not hostile, perceptions of Russa. Even now, despite a conspicuous rapprochement
that occurred in the wake of terrorigt attacks on America and Russia s unprecedented support of
the U.S. involvement in Centrd ASa, Russa dtill remains “Europe s Other” for most practica
purposes. As “Europe s Other,” it is the country regularly defined in tones dmost antitheticd to
al things properly “European.” Thus, Europe is democratic — Russais not; Europeans espouse
market capitalism — Russians were only able to introduce a“bandit” or “oligarchic” capitdism,
which in any case gtifles genuine competition and harms the consumer; Europe is law-based —
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Russaiscorrupt and lawless, and so on. It naturaly follows that Europe' s internationa behavior
is predictable and motivated by humane considerations, while Russia s must be egoistic, subject
to unexpected and unannounced changes and generdly resembling that of arogue state much
more than that of aresponsble member of the international community.

Western opinion leaders who had developed this mode of thinking, or rather, were unable
to part ways with the Cold War-eramentdity in spite of al changes that transpired inthered
world, flattered dl nonRussian republics of the former Soviet Union for their dleged rolein
bringing communism down. Throughout the first post- Soviet decade, same individuas
indiscriminately praised anti-Russanism in Russd simmediate vicinity as the best proof of
democratic credentids and western orientation of a newly independent state. Ukrainein
particular was represented as awestern antemurale, an imaginary barrier protecting againgt
peculatively postulated and largdly illusory Russan “menace.” Anti- Russaniam judtified
Ukrainian independence as avdue in itsdf, in an dmost complete disregard to politica and
socid redlity that was shgping out in the country. Ukraine was fine aslong as it was not aigned
with Russa, the rest was clearly of alesser vaue. Speculations of this nature conceived of
Ukraine as the easternmost borderland of the European civilization, aclearly dlied satellite,
versuslargely sdf-reliant and, hence, less controllable Russa.

These western perceptions “commodified” Ukrainian foreign policy, in asense that the
country leaders had felt obliged to support the myth of Russian “resurgent imperidism” or
potential ingtability for reasons that had less to do with redlity and more— with Kiev's desireto
benefit from mostly rhetorica reassertion of Ukraine' skey role in the emerging security system
in Europe. Once the demand for a post- Cold War geostrategic “commodity” was created, the
supply hed to follow. Ukrainians redized that the country occupies a potentidly lucrative
position on globa security markets.

Security congderations, not economic benefits, shared beliefs or purely atruistic motifs,
had prompted Clinton administration to elevate Ukraine to a position of the third largest recipient
of the U.S. foreign ad in mid-ningties. Opinion makers in Ukraine could not hide their glee. “If
the Congress convinces Mr. Clinton of futility to sake dl betson Ydtsin's dying regime and
pushes through with redistribution of financia ad in Ukraine' s favor, our prospects will be even
better,” went one of the typical accounts. “Ukraine has dl the chancesto transform itsdf from
the world's Cinderdllainto a quite respectable lady.”®

Throughout most of the post-independence period, Kiev has been “sdling” the country’s
well-advertised strategic location and pro-western sympathies for internationa assstance money
and other benefits that the West can not fail to ddiver to a self-gppointed dly. Meanwhile,
“Euro-Atlantic” orientations of Ukrain€ s politica establishment were hardly supported with
elther sound reform policies or uncompromised defense of human rights and independent media.
Increasingly authoritarian ambitions of the second Kuchma adminigtration bodeill for
democracy, while socid and economic palicies of the government clearly favored asmal group
of unscrupulous paliticians- cum-businesspeople collectively known as “oligarchs.”

However, the West seemed content with these devel opments as long as postcommunist
elites sought to anchor the country’ s presumed “Europeanness’ in periodicaly demongtrated
shows of hodtility to Russiaas Europe’ s * other.” Complementing those, were Ukraing' s periodic
innuendoes to NATO regarding potential membership, and to the WEU regarding Ukraine's
readiness for broad political-military cooperation. In the end, it was “the desire of some
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Western thinkers and policy advocates to turn Ukraine into a buffer state against afeared (or
presumed) resurgence of Russan imperiadism” that prompted the USA and itsdliestoturn a
blind eye to the emergence of virtualy neo-feudd system of rentsin Ukraine' s economy.” Not
only Ukrainian, but dso western business interests had suffered a tremendous blow, as early
investments were pillaged by corrupt state-filiated ite. The country’s steady dide toward
unbridled presdentia dictatorship went equally ignored until Kiev'sforeign policy pranks were
shown to hurt American security interests directly. Kuchma s infamous authorization of the
candestine sdle of advanced air defense systemsto Irag was, in the hindsight, a naturd result of

this policy.

A policy of sdf-conscious “geopoalitica bluff,” originaly discovered and put to work by
Leonid Kravchuk, Ukraine sfirst post-independence president, was put to new and broader uses
by his successor Leonid Kuchma? If Kravchuk drew on Ukraine' s geodtrategic position
primarily to secure the country’s newly gained independence through western recognition of its
rolein internationa politics, Kuchma had concentrated on more tangible benefits by linking
internationd aid to the country’ s foreign policy posture. Presenting geopolitics as Ukraine' s
specia key to development was clearly articulated in one of the early addresses of the Sate that
Kuchma had ddlivered soon after hisfirst eection:

Theinternationd authority of our sate is gaining strength. Its geopoalitica role as
afactor of gability in Eastern, Centra, and Southern Europe is becoming more
and more visble. The world increasingly perceives Ukraine as an important factor
in European security and development. We must consolidate this tendency. ®

In the era of increased competition for dways limited and nowadays characterigticaly
shrinking pool of western money earmarked for officid developmenta assistance projects,
Ukrain€ s decision to capitaize on its objectively given position of a security pivot of Eastern
Europe was to be expected. Going for a strategic partnership with powerful externd dlies would
be a choice serving nationd interests of any geopaliticaly squeezed, relaively poor and
economicaly vulnerable state with few readily marketable resources. Whether this sort of
behavior is opportunigtic, self-serving, or motivated by blunt considerations of expediency, as
critics tend to dlegg, is consequently less important. However, it is principaly important,
whether it brings the desired outcome, what are the payoffs, what are the pitfals, and whether
Ukraine sinternationa sponsors are able to get their end of the ded right.

Ukrain€ s policy of European integration must be subjected to a closer scrutiny with an
am to make sure that it does serve its anticipated practicd-politica outcomes. The West has
both a big stake and a big say in Ukrain€' s domestic affairs, and can actudly influence them by
means of more active foreign policy. The key hereisto properly focus western attention on those
issues in Ukrainian politics and society that must be addressed first before Ukraine can move on
toward establishing closer ties with such western ingtitutions as NATO and the EU. Ukrain€' s
foreign policy does not exist in avacuum. Its main objectives and overdl direction are shaped in
response to a number of domestic and international challenges. It is often used by Ukrainian
power holders to compensate for political and economic failures back home. It isimperative to
understand how Ukraine s foreign policy has developed and how it is seen by the country’s
politicd eitein order to make sense of its turns and to anticipate its future course and
udanability.
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Explaining Ukrain€ s Foreign Policy

Ukrain€ s foreign policy generdly spesking and its relaions with the West in particular
are subject to some controversy. More than one andyst has criticized the conduct and the overdl
direction of Ukraine sforeign policy mainly for its lack of consistency. One the one hand,
Ukraine€' s “return to Europe,” or, as another oft-cited formulation goes, to the family of
“civilized nations of the world” had been proclaimed the country’s main foreign policy god as
early as 1991, that is, immediately upon its separation from the rest of the former Soviet Union.
On the other hand, Ukraine has never developed a pro-European drive even remotely matching
those that were early on demondtrated by al of the Baltic states, not to mention such East Centra
European countries as Poland, Hungary, or the Czech Republic. Instead, it concentrated on
maintaining its largdy non-transparent businessties to Russia and the rest of the Commonwedth
of Independent States, on propping up an obsolete and corrupt system of public administration,
on trying to block economic and legd reforms as long as possible, while prolonging existence of
the Soviet-style perks and privileges for the top-level bureaucracy.

Judging by the deeds, not words only, the country’ s post-Soviet rulers did practicaly
everything in their power to move it away, rather than noticegbly closer, to its western neighbors.
A movement toward free market economy was subverted by the state-sponsored generous
handouts to the newly crested business oligarchy with intimate connections to the government.
Democracy was stifled by de-facto authoritarian powers of the president, which by the late 1990s
were gpplied with increased capriciousness and in amost total disdain of the powers of the
elected parliament. Judiciary remained a pocket tool of the executive. The Supreme Court was
open to manipulations by the president. The state itsdf, and the Sate revenue flows in particular,
were parceed into private fiefdoms controlled by presdentia cronies. Provincia politics was
often determined by murky business dedl's and relative power of the respective riva gangs with
intimate connections to the crime underworld. In short, Kiev's*return to Europe’ rhetoric was
dmost completely defeated by domestic policies that spoke louder than words.

Ukraine sforeign policy under the circumstances was conscioudy caled upon to
compensate for glaring failures of domestic policy on practicdly every direction imagingble. As
the country was pushed deeper and deeper into the swamp of postcommunist authoritarianism,
indtitutionalized corruption and open pillage of nationa assets by presidentid cronies, the policy
of geopoalitica bluff was elevated at the front stage of Ukraine' s dedlings with the outside world.
To beef up Ukraine' s sdf-imposed image of a*“guarantor” of security and stability on the
continent, officid Kiev had found itsdlf in abad need of an enemy scary enough to frighten those
skeptical westerners into unconditiona support of Kuchma sincreasingly crimindized and
unashamedly plutocratic regime. The enemy was understandably found in Ukraine' s eastern
borders, in Russia, until recently —an “evil empire’ in western eyes. Ukraine, Russa straditiona
privileged partner in managing common affairs of the former Soviet Union, could now excuse
itself as an dleged “ex-colony” of the “imperidis” Moscow. The vices of the former communist
regime were now squardly blamed on Russans, while Ukrainians, in a pattern familiar to dl East
European countries, were posing as innocent victims of the externa occupation. The results of
these conscious ogtracizing of the former partner republic showed themselves up swiftly and
congpicuoudy: in 1996, the $228 million dlocated for Ukraine by the U.S. foreign aid program
surpassed the $148.3 million appropriated for Russia.!® The policy of geopoalitica bluff started
bringing tangible dividends — and from this point on had firmly entrenched itsdlf in Ukrain€' s
foreign policy maingtream.
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Meanwhile, reforms at home suffered dramatic cutback, and democratic process was
actualy put in reverse. Ukraine drifted further gpart from Europe, even as rhetoric of “European
choice’ intendfied. Interestingly enough, some Ukraine-weatchers in the West tended to explain
the lack of progressin Ukraine s European integration by blaming it primarily, if not exclusively,
on exogenous factors. Russd s “detrimentd” influences and Kiev's dleged pro-Russian, or, as
some chose to put it, “Eurasan” bias, have been favorite scapegoats. An intuitively agreegble
ideathat liberal, democratic and pro-reformist orientation at home is usudly supported by
intense cooperation with the West acquired a completely erroneous twist when Russawas
andyticaly forced into the picture as an aleged antipode of dl things “western.”

Following Zbigniew Brzezinski and Henry Kissinger, writers tied to the hawkish circles
of the Ukrainian diasporain the West indg st that Russian policy toward Ukraine, and Russian
foreign policy generdly spesking is motivated by a neo-imperidist agenda.l! They scorn upon
the Ukrainian Russian rapprochement as asign of Ukrainian weakness that foretells return to the
authoritarian controls by Moscow. Russia s efforts to engage Ukraine in regional cooperation
ether directly or through the Commonwedth of Independent States are seen as brazen political
diktat. Russan businesses more than cautious investments into the Ukrainian economy are
interpreted as neo-colonidist pursuits semming from Moscow’ s desire to subjugate its neighbors
— “to penetrate them economically and thereby gain politica influence.”'? Russia s concerns
over the gatus of the Russian language in its former sster republic, where until now more than
11 million ethnic Russians live and close to 60 percent of the population use Russian in day-to-
day communication as the “language of convenience,” 12 are decried as chauvinist intrusion into
domedtic affairs of a sovereign Sate.

Ukraine, on the other hand, is represented as a perennid victim, atraditiona booty in the
ages-long competition of continental superpowers, most notably, Russa and Germany.
Ukrainian independence becomes, from this standpoint, avauein itself, something that the USA
must be willing to support to protect its own geopoalitica interestsin Europe. In contradistinction,
such issues as the concrete nature of Ukraing' s political regime, the relationship between the
sate and society, the success or failure of democratic reforms, and the overal direction of
Ukraine s domestic policies get considerably less attention and are accorded relatively minor
importance. Russa-averse geostrategists would prefer Ukraine run by a corrupt and autocratic
government that tramples human rights under foot to a democratic and prosperous, but Russa-
friendly Ukraine.

An overarching idea behind dl lamentations regarding Russid s dleged “ neo-
imperidism” and Ukrain€ s dleged victimization by its eastern neighbor isto move Ukraine as
far away from Russia as possble, geopaliticaly aswell as culturaly, so asto separate one from
the other with hard and fast, nearly impenetrable barriers. The practical outcome sought after is
motivated by the old geopaliticd thinking — to isolate and to lock Russiaiin the eastern part of the
Eurasan continent, where it will be doomed to economic and politica oblivion, which it must
sdf-dedtructively embrace asasign of itsfina transformation into what western cold warriors
would see asa“norma democratic” (reed: athird-rate, internationdly inggnificant and inactive)
date. This state of affairs would presumably benefit “democratic world” and, some dare to add,
Russaitsdf, more than any attempts to restore regiond ties with the formerly Soviet neighbors.
But would it be beneficia to those very neighbors, Ukraine included?

Some andysts espousing or sympeathetic to this line of thought proclaimed diametrica
opposition between Ukraine' s European orientation and the country’ s friendly policy toward
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Russia'4 Ukraine, according to this view, can only develop as aliberad democratic sate and
market economy if it erects artificid barriers on its eastern borders. The more Ukraine desires
four essentia freedoms of movement for its capitd, businesses, information, and labor, the more
it must guard againgt these very freedomsinitsrelationswith Russa An equaly fase corollary
dates that the closer the two biggest ex Soviet states get, the more harm can be inflicted upon
their developmenta prospects, asif the very fact of doing business together may somehow
activate hidden springs of common totditarian past, thus wresting both states from the ranks of
civilized nations of the world and cagting them forever into the developmentd backwaters of the
nowhere land hdf-way between Asia and Europe. Since these dlegations are being made, it is
essentid to address Ukraing' s Russian problem in any study of the country’ s European policy.

IsRussia a Problem?

Given Ukraine s geosirategic position and the importance of Russian connection for
reasons of history, economy, ethnic demography and culture, it is hardly possible to spesk of
Ukraine s relaions with the West without discussing its relationship with Russa. Russid's
presence in Ukrainian foreign policy can be detected on more than one level and goes far beyond
mere bilateraiam. “Without a srategic adliance with Ukraine” writes an influentid andyd,
“Russawill not become a genuinegly great power which would in redlity be gppreciated,
respected and addressed as areal power in the new system of internationd relations”1® The post-
Soviet “specid rdationship”, inaugurated by Boris Ydtan, is carried on by VIadimir Putin, who
in the midst of the wordt political criss pogt-independent Ukraine had seen in years cdled for a
“definite stability with our partners” indgting tha “we have big plans with Ukraine.” 16

Russd sinterest in Ukraine is grounded in common political, economic, and ethno-
cultura higtory. At the start of the 213 century, dose to 10 million Russans lived in Ukraine,
condtituting roughly 20% of the country’stota population, and more than 4 million of
Ukrainians permanently lived in Russa. Up to 5 million Ukrainians annudly work in the
Russan Federaion, where they get a comparaively higher pay. Seasond migration of Ukrainian
citizensto Russa, where they find jobs predominantly in congtruction, transportation, gas and il
industries, and participate in smadl-scale cross- border trade, became an important factor of
economic lifein both countries.

Ukraine is fully dependent on Russiafor energy supplies. Up to 70-75 percent of the
Ukraine s annud consumption of gas and close to 80 percent of its oil demand are covered by
imports from Russia. When the Soviet patronage ended, Russia continued financing up to 22
percent of the Ukrainian GDP with subsidized credits. In 1995, these energy credits to Ukraine
by Russiaand Turkmenistan exceeded the sum totd jointly disbursed by the IMF and the World
Bank. Theten-year vaue of Russan implicit energy subsidies to Ukraine was estimated at $12.6
billion.Y” Even s, the energy debt to Russia, restructured in 1995 with western mediation, had
grown again up to $1.4 billion by 2003. Since August 2001, Russia and Ukraine has been
exploiting a unified dectric power grid. At the moment, Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan move toward creating a unified economic space as they coordinate their economic
policiesin ahope to join the World Trade Organization together.

The two countries defense and security systems are also mutualy dependent. Even now,
enterprises of the Ukrainian military-industria complex are connected by myriad links with their
partnersin Russa Ukrainian and Russan militaries conduct joint air defense and Strategic air
force exercises. The Russian Black Sea Fleet (BSF) and the Ukrainian navy conduct regular
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maneuversin the Black Sea area. The two countries air defense systems are mutualy
exchanging information in an automatic mode. In January 2001 Ukrainian and Russan officids
signed a 52-point military cooperation plan that foresees the creation of ajoint command post in
Sevastopol and ajoint rescue detachment of the Russian and Ukrainian BSF.18

Given thislevel of mutua interdependence, thereis little wonder that Russaiis critica
when Ukraine' s overtureswith NATO are being played out behind Russia s back. Sometimes,
this criticisam trandates into an equally suspicious reaction to Ukrain€ s negotiations with the
European Union. Since Russiais not on the short ligt of the EU candidates, the enlargement of
Europe (without Russia) is sometimes percaeived in Moscow as a zero- sum game where gains of
one Sde must automatically detract from the other. Russian andysts decry the aleged desire of
the EU of “immediate redivison in its favor of the post-Soviet legacy before our country has had
achanceto get firmly back onitsfeet.” The expansion isread as a modern-day verson of the
Cold War policy of containment. While Kiev hopes that the Schengen line can be eventudly
moved to Ukraine' s eastern borders, Russia sees only “warning sgnas that with the
enlargement... Russia could be deprived of its ‘residence permit’ in the changed Europe and...
left outside and on the fringe of the continent, and in an amosphere that is not necessarily
friendly.”19

Russia s gpprehension is not totally ungrounded. For some U.S. diplomats and defense
planners, Russa il topsthe list of the countries that “the United States ought to be concerned
about.”?° Although such western leaders as German Chancellor Schroeder may show signs of
friendliness up to an occasiond suggestion that Russia might be eventudly alowed to join
NATO, more candid anayds (e.g., Zbigniew Brzezinski) prefer to see Russa permanently
locked in asubordinate and margindized “regiond third-world power” position.?* Thefocuson
“the prevention of the recongtitution of a Eurasian empire’ advocated by these andysts
encourages centrifugal tendenciesin the post- Soviet Space asasign of “westernization.” Fixation
on presumed dangers of restoration of Russd s regiond influence leads right-wing pundits to
believe that “ Ukraine could be a part of Europe even without Russia, Moscow, on the other hand,
could be so only via Ukraine, which determines this country’ s sgnificance in the formation of
the new Europe.”?? Hence, the foreign policy recipe they advance for Ukraine — stay away from
Russiato demongtrate your western commitments, an advice that Russa quite reasonably
percaives as unfriendly.

Moscow’ s gpprehension could be dissuaded were Russia given a chance to test the
ground for a potential application to the European or transatlantic structures without having to
face certain rgjection from the start. Unfortunately, the West has failed to provide the necessary
reassurance or to encourage Moscow to at least explore the option serioudy for the potentia, not
wholly improbable future scenario. The US-Russian rapprochement in the wake of the
September 11, 2001, attack on America and Russia s decisive support of the US-led antiterrorist
campaign, though an unquestionably positive development in its own right, nevertheless could
not fully iminate western suspicion and mistrust of the former antagonidt. It is noteworthy thet
even writers of alibera persuason find it difficult to acknowledge that Russamay have a
legitimate dlaim to membership in the European community:

Condder the case of Russia: who wants Russia to share the values (and benefits)
of EU membership? Who believes that Russia can share the vaues of NATO?3

Conservative commentators admit their “vague dread of Russas vastness and
inscrutability” and dlege, in Henry Kissnger'swords, that Russid s foreign policy is
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“higtorically” based on desire “to dominate neighbors where they cannot be subjugated.”
Higtoricaly and structuraly smilar policies of western powers are promptly excused by their
presumed “idedlism” (doesit refer to coloniaism aswdl?) and “liberdism” (isit to cover a
higtorica experience of davery, too?):

...while Americd s idedism derives from the conception of liberty, Russas
developed from a sense of shared suffering and common submisson to authority.
Everyoneisdligible to share in Americas vaues, Russas have been reserved for
the Russian nation, excluding even the subject nationdities of the empire.
American idediam tempts isolationism; Russian idedlism has prompted
expangonism and nationdism. >

This attitude toward Moscow, crisscrossed with an ideaof Ukraine as western hedge
agangt Russd s resurgent neo-imperidism spoils the two countries relations, communicates
fase impression of western readiness to embrace Ukraine solely on the basis of its demonstrated
anti- Russianism, and becomes a sdlf-fulfilling prophecy in driving Russia further awvay from the
avowed western vauesiit is presumably incgpable to grasp.

Ukraine aso learns from the experience of formerly socidist countries of Centra and
Eastern Europe (CEECs), whose fast-track integration into NATO and the EU recelved ano
smal boost thanks to the barely shrouded hodtility toward Moscow they had exhibited until very
recently. Taking their state-socidist history and present dite’ s background into consideration,
the NATO membership that CEECs demanded was obvioudy more than just “another road to
prosperity,” i.e., to the eventud membership in the EU. Theintrindc vaue of association with
NATO can only be explained by continuing perceptions of the Russan menace, which some
researchers see as essentially independent from Moscow’ s good intentions or even behavior. The
ubiquitous Russophobia (literdly, “fear of Russa’) of amal statesin Central and Eastern Europe
isaphenomenon that isjud there, “given Russid s Sze and proximity.” Since openly identifying
Russian threet as amain rationde for joining the Atlantic Alliance would be politicaly incorrect
and diplomatically sendtive, softer arguments of a cultura character are often used as a proxy.
However, even when Central and Eastern Europeans discuss their plans for joining such highly
sHective western organizations as the EU or NATO in terms of cultural and nationd identity,
“fear and loathing of Russiaare in the forefront of their minds."25

Moscow’ s antennas catch this fear and loathing fairly well, associating it, justly or
unjudtly, with the whole idea of Europe' s eastward movement that Russa may never be able to
parteke. Ukrain€ sjoining the chorus led by itsimmediate western members and the Bdtsis
particularly painful, but dso suspect of ingncerity for reasons of historica and ethnocultur &
affinity and intertwined economic interests. However, it must be noted that Ukraine s eagerness
to get easy score points with the West by kicking Russa everywhere it can do so for free and
without fear of reprisal would not be asintense or Sncere were it not for tacit encouragement of
thisline of behavior by the Wes, the USA firg and foremost. The net result of thisline of
behavior, which dominated Ukrain€ s foreign policy in 1995-99, was acompletely artificia
estrangement between two kindred East Savic dates, an unforgivable loss of mutua economic
opportunities, and, last but not least, a prolonged and serious souring in relations between Russia
and the West.

The idea of amythicd Russan threst to fledgling East European democracies helped
justify NATO's expanson and rgjuvenation of its mandate, thus ensuring Americal s continuing

role and presence in European politics. However, the cost of Russd s early excluson from the
10
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European process was by no means negligible: “misgpplication of higorica andogy” with mid-
war Germany led the U.S. adminigtration “to harbor an exaggerated fear of Russas threst to
European security, and to believe that aweak Eastern Europe must inevitably dicit aggressive
behavior from both Russa and Germany.”26 |t took amost a decade, administration changesin
both USA and Russia, the September 11 attack on the USA, and Putin’s sincere endorsement of
the U.S.-led antiterrorist dliance to put the unfortunately started trend of Russid s international
isolation in reverse. In the meantime, western perceptions of Ukraine changed, too. The country
that used to be viewed as dmost a bulwark of democracy on Europe’ s eastern borders now gets
consderably less western attention than, say, Kyrgyzstan. Kiev’'sideato get into the western
exclusve dubs by diligently ostracizing Russa badly misfired.

In most foreign policy declarations and documents that the Ukrainian government issued
between 1994 and 1999, the idea of Russan threat to Ukraine' s independence and security was
present backstage and justified both Kiev's pleas for western support against an implied security
risk and the concomitant salf-aggrandizing assertions of Ukraine s key importance for peace and
security in Europe a large. Meanwhile, Ukrainian public’s view of the country’s most pressing
problems was markedly different. While 27.9 percent of the population in 1994 agreed that
nationa security congtituted a problem, 36.6 percent worried more about the damage that dite’s
foreign policy course could cause to relations with Russa, and the staggering 65.5 percent
indicated that their main concern lied with low living standards.

Regarding Ukraine' s participation in the Russa-led Commonwedlth of Independent
States (CIS), 75.7 percent opted for continued cooperation, versus only 8.1 percent voting for
withdrawa.?” In 1997, one-third of the polled believed that Ukraine should merge with Russiain
adgngle state, in addition to 52 percent of those who preferred seeing the two as “friendly Sates
with open borders.” The share of those who would like seeing Russian as the second officid, or
gate language in the country totaled 46.6 percent, and an even larger share voted for giving
Russian same number of hours in education as was given to Ukrainian. The dogans*“for
friendship and partnership with Russa’ and “for aunited Savic sate” attracted 46.5 percent and
21.5 percent of the vote accordingly.28

In 1998, 31.3 percent of Ukrainians still believed in desrahility of the state unification
with Russa, 53.8 percent supported open interstate borders, and only one in ten preferred
relation “like with any other sate.” Theideaof Ukraing s union with Russaand Belarus
attracted 45.7 percent of the public, including 40.4 ethnic Ukrainians and 64.6 percent ethnic
Russians?® Same year, another leading nationd pollster found that 23.8 percent of the nation
supported increased cooperation within the framework of the CIS, and up to 62 percent were
unconditionaly or generdly supportive of Ukraing s dlying itself with the Russia- Belarus bloc.
By contragt, less than 13 percent saw relations with advanced countries of the West as a nationd

priority. 30

These and other data indicated growing disenchantment of the population with the pro-
western course of the politicd elite. By the late 1990s, the idea of Ukraine s “European destiny,”
which officid Kiev continued to promote vigoroudy on internationa arena, was perceived with
about the same mood as John Maynard Keynes's famous assertion that “in the long run we are
al dead.” For the people more concerned with today’ s redities, Ukraine' s European” boasting
smacked of abad joke, given the country’ s officid designation as alow-income economy, more
than 60 percent drop in GDP since proclamation of independence and an estimated US $750
GNP per capitain 1999. Judging by the last indicator, Ukraine has found itsdlf in the company
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of Equatoria Guinea (US $1,170 GNP per capita) and Cote D’ Ivoire (US $710 GNP per capita
in 1999).

On the UN Human Development Index, Ukraine ranked 74 out of 162 nations measured
in 1999, well below such countries as Uruguay (ranked 37), Libya (59) or Suriname (64). At the
same time, Transparency Internationa’ s Corruption Perception Index for 2001 rated Ukraine
among the ten most corrupt countriesin the world, placing it on this score between Azerbaijan
and Tanzania. 3! Capricious authoritarianism of the president, the aosence of independent
judiciary, severe restrictions on freedom of the media, and indications of routine eectord fraud
al added to Ukraine' s dismd performance at the turn of the century. The 2001 local survey
showed that more than 69 percent of Ukrainians believed that their life had gotten worse since
independence.32 Apart from the sheer facts of geography, there was very little substance to show
for dite'sclams, even less, on severd indices, than in the neighboring Russia

And yet, European ambitions of the ruling class did not suffer any setback. On the
contrary: throughout the 1994-2000 period, they tended to intengfy in inverse proportion to
further worsening of the Stuation & home. There must have been an explanation for thet, aswell
as an explanation for the observable discrepancy between western enthusiasm of the rulersand a
consgtently lukewarm response to Kiev' s western dreams on the part of the electorate. In
contradistinction to such countries like Poland, Hungary, or EStonia, Ukraine' s European choice
has dearly meant different things for dlites and masses.

While dlites demondirated certain persstence in pursuing the idea of European
integration through the establishment of a specid reationship with NATO and numerous
attempts to jumpstart an accession dialogue with the European Union, masses paid scant
attention to these efforts and continued showing more genuine interest in Ukraing straditiona
tiesto Russa Westerly moves of the dite were criticized as betrayd of the country’ s nationa
interests by |eft-leaning journdists, who feared Ukraine was being artificialy reduced to the
datus of a semi-developed backwater of international capitalism. The center-right press
questioned Ukrain€ s preparedness to join with Europe and doubted whether western rhetoric of
support carried much of a substance. The nationdigt right, while daming an authenticaly
“European” identity for themsalves and the idedl-typica nation they purportedly represented,
were bitterly critical of both “nationaly unconscious’ masses and the ruling class that they saw,
perhaps not entirely without reason, as a bunch of ex-communist hypocrites. Ukrainian nation a
large remained divided asto the best choice of friendsin foreign countries, and a Sgnificant and
growing part of the population could not form an opinion on the issue. There was no shared
understanding of what Ukraine s western orientation implied and how it could change the
country.

Ukraineand NATO

Ukrain€ sinterest in cooperation with NATO dates back to the first months that followed
its proclamation of independence. As soon as it hgppened, the newly born gtate had to find a
solution to the security dilemmathat characterized its relations with other former Soviet
republics, Russafirst and foremost. Ukraing s proclamation of independence meant that the
country was no longer part of a security system centered on Moscow. Indeed, Russia s intentions
and behavior vis-a vis newly independent Ukrainian state became a source of understandable
concern. On the other hand, Ukraine had no security guarantees from any other Sate or dliance
and had to rely on its own devices. While going into a new dliance with the postcommunist
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Russa could jeopardize hardly won sovereignty, ano lesser risk of being left out of any security
structures whatsoever had prompted frantic search for dliesin the West and in Ukrain€'s
immediate vicinity — East Central Europe and the Baltics.

In the meantime, to avoid being drawn into the post-Soviet military dliances spearheaded
by Russia, Ukraine had declared itsdf a non-digned neutral state. Severd analysts noted that
Ukrain€ s declaration of neutrality was from its very inception addressed to Russig, not to NATO
or the West generdly speaking. Very soon after dissolution of the former Soviet Union, it
became obvious that Ukraine was not going to follow in the footsteps of Kazakhstan and other
post- Soviet states that joined the Tashkent Treaty on Collective Security. Whether officidly non
bloc status played its role in securing such an outcome, is not entirely clear. Russa-averse
politics of the post-independent Ukrainian leadership was a potent enough factor and did not
require any externd ad in the form of declaration of a neutrdity to prevent Ukraine sfull-
fledged participation in the Russa-led Commonwedth. More importantly, officialy non-bloc
status hurt, rather than helped, almost as soon as it was declared, as Ukraine now sought external
dlies beyond the borders of the former Soviet Union.

NATO' sdecison to ingtitutionalize cooperation with ex-communist countries through
the establishment of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council could not come any sooner. Ukraine
was among the first to join the Council in December 1991. In January 1992, Kiev's“running to
the West” was demongtrated in most obvious way when President Kravchuk “mentioned Poland,
Hungary, and Canada, but not Russia, as the most likely friends of independent Ukraine.”32
Moscow’ s barely hidden desire to draw Ukraine deeper into a post- Soviet dliance had only
intengfied an urge to breek free from the Russia-dominated conglomerate of the post- Soviet
countries. The 1990 declaration of neutrality adopted as a safety vave againgt military control
from Moscow was no longer enough. A more subgtantia political and military rapprochement
with the West was now increasingly sought both to balance Russian influences and as a meansto
procure developmental aid and financid credits.

Of dl the countries of the post-Soviet Commonwedlth of Independent States (CIS),
Ukraine was the first to opt for the expanded partnership with NATO. The “Main Directions of
Ukraine's Foreign Policy,” which was adopted by the Ukrainian parliament, the Verkhovna

Rada, in 1993, had introduced an early cavest that came close to negating Ukraine's commitment
to non-bloc politics:

Inview of the cardina changes that took place after the USSR’ sdisintegration
and which once determined the present geopolitical Stuation of Ukraine, its
declared intention to become, in future, aneutra and non-bloc state has to be
adapted to new conditions and cannot be considered as an obstacle for itsfull
scale paticipation in an dl- European security structure.
In the same document, Kiev declared its intention to “set up relations of politica and
military partnership” with the West asthe “ defining feeture’ of Ukraine' s foreign palicy,
pledged to “upgrade the leved of its participation in North Atlantic Cooperation Council
and North Atlantic Assembly,” and envisioned “dl - European security structure” based
primarily on NATO, EAPC, and WEU.

Around 1994, the tate elite in Kiev had come out with an idea of a specid relationship
with NATO, which subsequently led the country to become one of the first gpplicants to the
NATO's Partnership for Peace program and one of the mogt active PfP participants since
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Ukraine joined the framework agreement in February 1994. Ukraine had steadily intensified
participation through both growing number of activities and finding of new waysto
indtitutionalize cooperation.

A member of the Euro- Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) sinceitsinception and a
willing participant to al NATO-led peacekeeping missonsin the Bakans, Ukraine had dso
lobbied for and achieved inditutiondization of a gpecid “16+1” (later “19+1”) consultative
mechanism with the Alliance and creation of the permanent NATO- Ukraine Commission. In
sharp contradigtinction to Russid s reluctant participation in indtitutions of the Euro-Atlantic
partnership, Ukraine ingsted on preservation of the bilateral character and self-differentiation as
key ingruments dlowing interested countries to move much closer to the Alliance3* Kiev's
behavior in this regard echoed the US Secretary of State Warren Christopher’ s remark on the
PfP suniquerolein giving “NATO the opportunity to evauate their qudifications for
membership ... to judge their conduct, judge their performance, judge their willingness.”>
Though stopping short of openly demanding membership, Kiev has gone to greet lengths to
underscore its willingness to collaborate with NATO on awide range of issues. Apart from being
acornerstone element of the country’ s strategy for integration into European and Euro- Atlantic
sructures, development of a specid partnership with the Alliance was designated as an
“important guarantee of [Ukraine' | national security.”36

Ukraine' s origina reasons for cooperating with NATO were not dissmilar to those of
other Centrd and Eastern European countries. While the desire to use the specid relationship
with NATO as atrump card on the way to the EU was undeniably present, Kiev had adso had
reasonable security concerns, particularly over Russa sinterest in Crimeaiin 1994-95. Territoria
clamsto the Crimean port of Sevastopol, and occasiondly to the Crimean peninsula as awhole,
were periodicaly voiced by the State Duma of the Russian Federation until the conclusion of a
comprehensve friendship treety with Ukraine on 31 May 1997. The treaty, which was retified by
both parliaments ayear and a hdf later, had effectively put the Crimean question to rest.
However, the question of Sevastopol, where Russa maintainsits largest nava base on the Black
Sea coadt, is bound to resurface, once the current |ease agreement is over. Clamsto parts of the
Ukrainian territory, specificdly to the potentidly oil-rich Serpent Idand off Ukraine' s Black Sea
coast, were a so advanced by Romania

There is no doubt that conventional security condderations played alargerolein Kiev's
decision to seek powerful friendsin the West and to participate in security structures headed by
western countries. Ukraing sjoining Partnership for Peace in 1994 was no mere coincidence.
President Kuchma meeting with NATO' s Secretary Genera on 1 June 1995 occurred during
continuing tug-of-war over Crimea with the Russan State Duma. As Kiev sought an
authoritative statement on the issue by the UN Security Council, it became crucialy important to
buttress the country’ s internationa standing through the expanded collaboration with NATO.
Ukraine's early security agreement with the Alliance was signed on 13 March 1995. Whenin
Brussdls, Kuchmainssted on necessity to move bilaterd rdationsto anew level. Theissue was
raised again by Foreign Minister Udovenko during his visit on 14 September 1995, when
Ukraine formally accepted its Individua Partnership Programme.

Towin NATO's atention, Ukrainian leaders had retracted some of their earlier
pronouncements on the matters of European security. At first an opponent of NATO's
expangon, in 1995 L eonid Kuchma enigmaticaly stated that “we do not gtriveto join NATO

because as of today we are not yet expected to be there.”3” Ukraine sinitid championship of 14



03-10-29 924 AM

cregtion of aformaly denuclearized zone in the whole of East Central Europe was soon muted.
Instead, the NATO-Ukraine Joint Press Statement of 14 September 1995 noted that

specid atention should be paid to grict repect for territorid integrity, existing
borders, and rights of persons belonging to nationd minorities. ... NATO
enlargement should be directed at enhancing security of al countriesin Europe
...the further development of NATO-Ukraine relations will contribute to
enhancing European security.

Following Leonid Kuchma s June 1995 visit, Ukraine became a decisive supporter of
NATO's eagtern enlargement. A member of the Ukrainian delegation to the Council of Europe
linked theidea of Ukraine as western antemuraleto NATO's enlargement policy, ingsting that

NATO mugt not let Russa determine [itg] policy. Membership in the
Organization must be decided by NATO members, not by Russa... Ukraine's
datus... is grategicaly important for Europe and the whole West from the
viewpoint of Ukraine' s opposition to the growing expansionism of Russia.®

Soon, Foreign Minister Udovenko participated in thefirst * 16+1" meeting with the North
Atlantic Council. The fallowing year, Ukraine sgned an implementation paper spelling out
relationswith NATO in PfP and other areas, and hdld thefirst * 16+1’ consultation at the Political
Committee leve.

In 1996, frustrated with Russia sintranggence over divison of the Black Sea Fleet and
the status of Sevastopol, Kuchma chose to scorn Ukraing s neutraity by saying, “We are not
Switzerland. We therefore say that NATO should not be closed to any country and we will
cooperate with NATO.”39 Later same year, NATO Minigterid meeting pledged western support
of Ukraine' s independence, territoriad integrity and sovereignty as crucia to stability and security
in Europe. NATO minigters saw an important aspect of the emerging European security
architecture in the Alliance' s cooperation with Ukraine. Security, of course, cannot be faceless,
and requires addressing the threet either explicitly or implicitly. As one of the pointers toward
Russa, the 1997 Ukraine-NATO Charter contained provisions that reflected Ukraine's
uneasiness over continued presence of “foreign” troops on the Ukrainian soil (Art. 17). Onthe
eve of the Madrid NATO summit, where the Charter was sgned, Kuchma suggested that “the
agreement between Ukraine and NATO should contain provisions which would explicitly
confirm that Ukraine's security isimportant for Europein genera and NATO in particular, and
that NATO will not remain a passve observer if Stuations develop where Ukraine's security will
be threatened.”40

Sgning of the NATO-Ukraine Charter on Digtinctive Partnership in 1997 had elevated
Ukraine s rdationship with the Alliance to anew leve, launching a veritable whirlwind of
activity a home. Ukraing sforeign policy, security and defense planning were clearly adapting
to the requirements of the much-wanted “ specid rdaionship.” The lagging military reform
received amost welcome boogt, particularly in such areas asretraining of the retired military
personnel, modernization of the command and control systems, and civilian oversght of the
military. By 1997, Ukraine had established its permanent Mission to NATO. Creation of the
Ukrainian Partnership Coordination Cell (PCC) adjacent to the headquarters of SHAPE a Mons,
Bdgium, facilitated new efforts at military cooperation. The Memorandum of Understanding
sgned by the Foreign Minigters a the NATO- Ukraine Commission (NUC) mesting on 9
December 1998, provided for the assgnment of NATO liaison officers to Ukraine. On 23 April
1999, aNATO Liaison Officer had been posted to the Ukrainian Minigtry of Defense with a
mandate to “facilitate and enhance Ukraings full participation in al co-operation activities
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within the framework of the PfP programme and enhance co-operation between NATO and
Ukrainian action authorities™! The work of the NATO Liaison Office embraces awide range of
activities under PfP, the NUC, and the Joint Working Group on Defence Reform (JWGDR).

In March 2000, Verkhovna Rada approved the Partnership for Peace Status of Forces
Agreement (SOFA), which regularized issues related to the presence of NATO forces on the
Ukrainian soil. Duing the same month, Ukraine hosted the first meeting of the NATO-Ukraine
Commission in Kiev — an event that NATO’ s Secretary Genera Lord Robertson described as‘a
significant step for bringing Ukraine closer to the Euro- Atlantic community of nations’4? The
State Program for Cooperation with NATO for 1998-2001 named the Atlantic Alliance “the most
effective structure of collective security in Europe’ and pledged Ukraine s continuous efforts to
maintain collaboration with Brussels and to improve “interoperability with rdevant NATO
forcesand means” It Sated that, in developing its cooperation with NATO, Ukraine “ams at
guaranteeing its independence, democratic development and territorid integrity, strengthening
international guarantees of nationa secur ity, withstanding any emergence of new threats to
sability and security in the region of Central and Eastern Europe, whereit indienably
belongs.”43

And yet, dl visble signs of success notwithstanding, Ukraine s relations with NATO
have not been unproblematic. In the early 1990s, these relations were strained over Ukraine's
backtracking on its earlier commitment to denuclearise. One of the many unwanted
consequences of disintegration of the Soviet Union was dispersd of its nuclear arsend, now
found on the territory of four sovereign states, Ukraine included. When the USSR collapsed,
Ukraine had by default inherited the third largest contingent of nuclear forces in the world. These
forcesincluded 130 ICBMs SS-19, each equipped with Six nuclear warheads, and 46 ICBMs SS
24, each capable of carrying up to ten nuclear warheads. Most of the ex- Soviet drategic aviation
component was dso stationed in Ukraine. This part of “inheritance’ conssted of 21 drategic
bombers TU-95 and 19 strategic bombers TU-160, plus up to 500 nuclear cruise missiles. Parts
of the former Soviet military-industrial complex located in Ukraine included uranium mines and
uranium processing facilities, nuclear reactors and scientific inditutes. Judging by dl
appearances, and as a Soviet successor state, Ukraine had dl chancesto clam anuclear country
Satus for itsdf.

While the Alliance countries were committed to prevent this nuclear proliferation by
default, the 1992-94 period saw Ukrainian nationaists clamoring to retain nuclear weapons as
both the status mark and the best security guarantee that the country could have inits reaions
with more powerful neighbors. The most obvious dternative— to accept Russia s strategic
leadership in the newly formed Tashkent Alliance— was clearly unacceptable, as civic unrest and
ethnic wars were aready breeding in former Soviet peripheries. The only other option wasto
seek security guarantees from NATO or NATO'sindividuad members — such nuclear powers as
France, Britain, and the United States. In 1992, Ukraine had found itself engaged in negotiations
with dl three nuclear powers of the Alliance, and finally succeeded in getting the assurances it
requested.

The 1994 Trilaterd Agreement with the USA and Russia, which Ukraine sgned under
consderable duress, had committed the country to remove al nuclear wegpons from its soil and
to ascent to the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Soon theregfter, it had ratified the
START-I tregty in a non-nuclear-wegpon state’ s capacity. The USA reciprocated with the
promise of $350 million in bilatera economic ad (raised to $700 million by March 1994), and
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by exerting pressure on other G7 members to increase their respective financial assstance to
Ukraine. By July 1994, G7 countries had pledged $4 billion collectively. Ukraine' s nuclear
weapons were then transferred to Russia, which sent back 100 tons of nuclear fud for Ukrain€'s
power stations as compensation. Russiawas aso named as one of the key security guarantors of
the newly denuclearised state. By May 1997, it looked like Ukraine s concerns over
independence, security and territorid integrity of the country were findly put to rest with the
sgning of the comprehensive friendship treety with the Russan Federation, which committed
both sdes to unconditiond recognition of the exigting interstate border.

The last batch of nuclear wegpons had |eft the country by mid-1996, and the issue of
Ukraine nuclear deterrent seemed resolved once and for al. Nevertheless, attempts to reassess
Ukraine s satus of anon-nuclear power are periodically undertaken by the country’ s military
experts and polemicigts, reverberating across the political spectrum and echoing in the
parliament. The question resurfaced again in late 1990s. NATO' swar on Y ugodavia had been
perceived by many local observers as an indication that sovereignty of a non-nuclear country
remains at best conditiona.*4 On March 24, 1999, Verkhovna Rada voted 231 to 46 to ask the
government to repedl the country's non-nuclear status and to return to the large- scale production
of nuclear wegpons. Parliamentary declaration decried “aggressive actions of NATO against the
Republic of Yugodavia' and indicated that, by doing so, NATO had “violated not only
internationd law and generd norms of human mordity, but aso fundamental documents which
date that military operations of the Alliance may be conducted only with the purpose of securing
the safety of the member states of NATO."# Ukraine had consequently perceived NATO's air
strikeson Kaosovo, as an officid memorandum chose to puit it, “with deegp anxiety and
concern.”*% Interestingly enough, not only traditionally suspect of the West communists, but aso
many traditionaly anticommunigt nationdigts, including members of aradicd nationdist party
UNA-UNSO, had voiced their protests. A public opinion poll conducted by a respected Centre
for Peace, Conversion and Foreign Policy of Ukraine revealed that 39 percent of respondents
considered USA to represent the biggest possible threst to Ukraine#’

Only swift damage control job by the president prevented a quite possible deterioration in
the Ukraine-NATO rdations. Immediately theregfter, Kiev tried to assume a mediation role in
the conflict, and did everything in its power not to antagonize the Alliance countries, the USA
first and foremost. In April 1999, Ukraine attended NATO' s 50" anniversary summit in
Washington, D.C., and joined the chorus of well wishers from East Central Europe. In June
1999, Ukraine denied the use of its airgpaceto the Russian planes headed for Kosovo's Pristina
arport, thus unequivocaly sding with the Alliance in arather ddicate and less than fully
predictable situation.#8 Ukraine was quick to declare its solidarity with the U.S. in the aftermath
of the September 11, 2001, terrorist attack on America In 2002, Kiev has officialy announced
itsintention to become NATO member in not so distant future.

Ukraine s recent pronouncements on desirability of NATO membership de-facto annul its
earlier pledges of neutrdity and non-bloc status. The State Program for Reform and
Development of Ukraine's Armed Forces for the Period till 2005 proclaims a strategic god of
“cregtion of modern armed forces typified on the Euro-Atlantic model.” The State Program for
Cooperation with NATO for 2001- 2004 reaffirms commitments of its predecessor, adding new
dimensionsin the sphere of emergency planning, crisis management, andardization and ams
procurement. Among the main gods of the ongoing program NATO' s * security guarantees of
independence, territorid integrity and inviolability of the borders of Ukraing’ and the task of
“enhancing interoperability between command and control organs, detachments and units of
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UAF ... and NATO Allied Military Forces’ dearly stand out.*®

Judging by al appearances, Ukraine has moved into the phase of preparation for the
eventuad NATO membership. Although the NATO-Ukraine Action Plan adopted in Prague on
November 22, 2002 fdls short of afull-fledged regular Membership Action Plan (MAP), it does
provide an agreed- upon drategic framework for intensified consultations and cooperation on
political, economic, military and defence matters. The document commits Ukraine to developing
and implementing Annual Target Plans in support of the objectives st out in the Action Plan,
including such objectives as strengthening of democratic and dectord inditutions, the rule of
law, judicid independence, and civil control of the so-cdled “power minigtries.” It specificaly
commits Ukrainian government to ensure that fundamenta human rights and freedoms of
citizens are observed and that the necessary measures are in place to fight corruption, money
laundering, and illegd economic activities.

A number of recently created bipartite bodies assst in drawing up and evauaing
achievement of individua objectives and benchmarks of the Action Plan, particularly in the areas
of defence reform (Joint Working Group on Defence Reform), military planning (the Military
Committee), emergency preparedness, conflict prevention, environmenta protection, and
economic security. Ukraine's Annua Target Plan for 2003, which was published on March 24,
2003, suggests some concrete activities in support of the Action Plan’s goals. Another recent
boost to Ukraine' s Euro- Atlantic agenda was given by the May 2003, high-level NATO-Ukraine
conference in Washington, D.C., which concentrated on the pace of defence reform and the
status of the planned defence review of the Ukrainian Armed Forces, which many analyss see as
atangible step toward conclusion of aregular Membership Action Plan.

When opening the May 2003 conference, NATO Secretary Generd Lord Robertson
dluded to “arather difficult year” in Ukraine-NATO relations, yet argued that “much of thet
uncertainty has receded because the Ukrainian Government has made a determined effort to push
ahead with its drive for Euro-Atlantic integration.”° If high-level political declarations and the
day-to-day work that happens in various units of Ukraine's Ministry of Defence are sound
indicators of the thingsto come, Ukraineiswedl on itstrack of joining western military dliance
in not so digtant future, But is the country prepared for such a commitment? What is the public
view of the issue? We will return to these questions later, after surveying the state of Ukraine's
relations with the European Union.

Ukraine and the European Union

In answering the question, whether Ukrain€ sway to pursueits “western orientation”
benefits Ukraine sinternationa partners, it is not enough to look just at the materia cost of
cooperation. A broader perspective will consider such issues as internationa security and
stability, geopolitica interests of the partners, and, to borrow the Eurospesak catchphrase, the
spread of an “Area of Freedom, Security and Jugtice’ further east. Still, the material cost matters,
and the fact that the cost is borne primarily by Ukrain€ sinternational partners matters, too. The
United States done pumped more than $2 billion into Ukraine in 1991-2001.51 The tenyear vaue
of Russian implicit energy subsidies to Ukraine was estimated a $12.6 hillion. 2

Europe has been more cautious than Ukraine' s two mgjor international sponsors. In 1992-
95, the European Union's TACI'S program for newly independent states benchmarked 236
million ECU in technica assstance to Ukraine. For 1996-99, the volume of assstance was
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raised up to 538 million ECU.>3 More funds had been committed by EBRD, and till more raised
through such channds as G7, IMF, or the World Bank, that is, those internationd inditutions
where Europe, dthough listened to, digtinctly follows the American lead. However, asthe EU
itself goes, its embrace of Ukraine has been congpicuoudy less enthusiastic so far, especidly if
Ukraine' s East Central European neighbors are brought in for comparison.

When the end of the Cold War confronted the European Community with the question of
apotentia expangon, adecision was made to develop anew kind of cooperation document that
bore only forma resemblance to the Europe Agreement heretofore offered to prospective
gpplicants for membership. Partnership and Cooperation Agreements, extended to Ukraine and
some other post- Soviet sates, did not address the issue of future membership, carried no forma
obligations and overdl were largely advisory in nature. Meanwhile, Europe Agreements were
offered to East Centra European countries with Smilar state-socidist background.

The decison resulted in Europe' s factud divison into three groups of states: present EU
members, candidates for membership, and non- candidate “partners.” Ukraine was left with an
impression that European leaders were not prepared to entertain the possibility of Ukraing's
becoming a full-fledged member of the European Union. This was a hard blow for Ukrainians
who, together with former Foreign Minister and staunch westernizer Borys Tarasyuk, believed
that they were no different from “Eastern Germans and other former Warsaw Pact countries. ..
separated from the European mainstream for decades.™* To catch up with East Centrdl
Europeans, Ukrainian leaders decided to bandwagon by joining the Central European Initiative
and launching, together with other countries of the region, the Organization of Black Sea
Economic Cooperation. Kiev had aso been adriving force behind the Baltic-Black Sea
cooperation initiatives, including the September 1999 summit in Y dta, where Leonid Kuchma
pleaded with prospective members of the European Union over the question of potentid visa
barriers to Ukrainian citizens.

In pite of dl fervor on the part of the Ukrainian government, neither EU present
members, nor candidate countries had shown much support to the idea of Ukraing' s prospective
membership. In 1991-92, Europe looked at Ukraine as a Soviet heir par excellence. The main
concern was with Ukraine' s readiness to carry out those Soviet obligations that could reasonably
be seen asfdling into its sphere of competence. Internaly, Europe sfirgt priority was to degpen
integration on the basis of existing membership. Exterrdly, the Bakans, the EU-NATO
relations, and the uncertain fate of Russian reforms presented more pressing challenges. The
issue of the potentia eastern enlargement was pondered in mostly speculative terms. Even so,
these speculations did not go much further than the Visegrad trio. The western periphery of the
former Soviet Union smply never entered the picture.

Europe was dow to start judging Ukraine on its own merits. In early 1992, adecisonto
launch Programs of Technical Assstance to Ukraine was adopted. The September, 1992,
mesting between Leonid Kravchuk and the President of the EC Commission Jacque Delors had
paved the way to formal negotiations on the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement. On June
14, 1994, Ukraine became the first among the newly independent states of the former Soviet
Union to sgn such an Agreement, and moved it toward a rather speedy ratification by the
Verkhovna Radain November same year. At the time, the event passed largely unnoticed by the
Ukrainian public, which was more preoccupied with triple-digit inflation. For the EU, the
Agreement was mogtly ceremonid in nature. An ingtitutiond falout of the event did not go
much farther than reciproca opening of diplomatic representations, crestion of the Joint
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Ukraine-EU Committee, and regular semi-annud Ukraine-EU meetings & the level of Ministers
of Foreign Affars. The EU interest in Ukraine had been mostly politica and diplométic.

In 1993-97, bilaterd relations were dominated by the European concerns over Ukrane' s
dleged “dumping” of textiles, cod and stedl products on European markets. Since economy of
the Soviet Ukraine was largely structured by demands of the former Soviet military-indudtrid
complex, the newly independent Ukrainian state could not but inherit production capacities well
fit to equip the army, but poorly adjusted for modern civilian consumer tastes. As aresult,
Ukraine became a rather successful exporter of tanks and military equipment, but could not offer
automobiles, consumer eectronics or other high vaue-added goods for mass consumption.
What it could offer to Europe was staple goods, metals, textiles, agricultura produce and
chemicds, dl exports of the so-caled sendtive group, judging by the EU protectionist yardstick.
These sensitive goods account for more than two thirds of Ukraing' s exports to Europe, and for
about one-third of those of neighboring Russia and Belarus®® It islittle wonder, then, that the EU
had to regularize the issue.

The Agreement between the European Communities and Ukraine on Trade in Textile
Products was signed in May 1993, and renewed in December 2000. An agreement between the
ECSC and Ukrainefor bilatera trade in steel expired on December 31, 2001 and was replaced by
asystem of autonomous import guotasto the EC. Temporary Agreement on Trade and Issues
Related to Trade between Ukraine and the EU was concluded on June 1, 1995. Also in 1995, the
Joint Ukraine-EU Committee held itsfirgt session, which was fully devoted to discussion of
€conomic matters.

It took some time before the EU had findly granted Ukraine the satus of atrangtiona
economy, which somewhat improved Ukrain€ s terms of trade with European countries. In 1995,
Ukraine received $110 million in credits from the European Union, and additiona $34.7 million
in credits from the European Bank for Recongtruction and Development. Next year, the EU had
followed with the TACIS indicative program of assstance to Ukraine for 1996-99. The EU/G7
joint action plan on restructuring Ukraine s energy debts had bought the country some time for
its sorely delayed reforms. Finally, over the course of ten yearsin 1992-2002, the EU has
become Ukraine s largest donor, contributing € 1.072 hillion total from the Community funds,
and additiond € 157 million from the member satesin 1996— 1999 alone.

These positive signs notwithstanding, Europe has been in no rush to embrace a newly
independent Ukrainian state. By the late nineties, the focus of European concerns had shifted
back from mostly economic and environmenta issues to mostly political and legd agenda. If a
the beginning of the decade Europe could actudly buy the ideg, oft-cited in Ukraine, of the
country’s “natura place in the European family among other European nations,”> as the turn of
the century approached, it became obvious that Ukraine' s “naturd” birthright had to be
supplemented with more tangible sgns of seriousness of integration efforts.

Ukrainians, on their own part, did not excd in propping up their European bid with
something more solid than rhetorical declarations of the government. If the postcommunist
trangtionsin East Centrd Europe had by and large achieved their interim gods by mid-to-late
nineties, same goa's remain very much on agendain the present-day Ukraine. It is no accident,
therefore, that Ukraine s Partnership and Cooperation Agreement had not come into force until
March 1998. In 1995, Ukraine was adso among the first CIS states to be admitted to the Council
of Europe. Y et, soon enough it teetered on the edge of expulson over numerous human rights
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violations, degth pendty being just one of them. The country’ s sore problems with freedom of
speech had put its president on the list of the worst enemies of free pressin the world.
Independent observers maintain that both presidentid eectionsin 1999 and parliamentary
electionsin 2002 were rigged. The use of the so-cdled “adminidrative resource” (read: outright
pressure by the government) to secure the compliant vote is freely admitted by the country’s
policy makers. Market reforms have been duggish, and the changes actudly implemented
succeeded in pushing the country away from the mainstream of legdly bound, transparent
market practices that the EU seeks to uphold.

Any unbiased observer of Ukraine' sforeign policy orientations sees a double- headed
Janus. The government traditionaly specidizes in wearing a Europe-friendly face, while the
people exhibit an doof, largely disinterested, skeptical, pro-Russan, or, a best, margindly pro-
western countenance. On the one hand, Ukraine s determination to apply for the EU
membership dates back to the 1993 “Main Directions of Ukraine' s Foreign Policy.” In 1994, the
country’ sfirst post- Soviet president Leonid Kravchuk, and in 1996, Leonid Kuchma declared
joining the European Union as akey foreign policy priority. On the other hand, sociologicd polls
now and again demondrate that European identity remains dien or, at best, periphera to the
majority of the population. A deeper look reved s that support to Ukraine' s European integration
effortsisthin even insde the government. Spokespersons for the dite cannot help but complain
thet, “at the moment, it is hardly possible to assert that integration with the EU has dready taken
its due place among priorities of the central government and local administrations.”™”

Ratification of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement has added some speed to
Ukraine' s Eur opean integration efforts. On June 11, 1998, a presidentia Decree on Strategy for
Ukraine s Integration into the EU was adopted. The decree vested Ukraine s government and
public adminigration officids with the task to meet dl preconditions for EU membership by
2007. Ukrain€ s government departments and individua ministries started drafting sectord
programs of Ukraine sintegration with the European Union. The Strategy aims, in itsown
words, are to “ensure involvement of Ukraine into the European poilitica, economic, and legd
space and acquiring on this bads of a status of the EU associated member.”

After the presdentid eections of 1999, where Kuchmartried to don an image of a
vigorous westernizer, Ukraine' s “ European choice” was eevated to the status of an ersatz date
ideology. Associated membership in the EU is now officidly proclaimed as “the main foreign
policy priority of Ukraine in the middle-term perspective.”>8 All government departments are
offered “guidelines to the integration process’ which cover such areas as gpproximation of
legidation to the EU standards, liberdization of trade and limitation of protectionist measures,
cooperation in foreign policy and security, democratic consolidation, reform of socid palicy,
regiona and sectoral cooperation, and protection of the environment. European integration is
assertively articulated as amaingtream srategy for the country’s palitical, socia, and economic
development.

However, both domestic and foreign observers have raised concerns over the fact that
there has been no tangible advancement towards Ukraing s meeting any of the Copenhagen
criteriafor membership. On the contrary, as Ukrainian experts acknowledge, there isagrowing
fedling of the increasing distance between Ukraine and integrated Europe. Thisfeding
intengfies as “the region of the Centrd and Eastern Europe, in which Ukraine has treditionaly
attempted to play a noticeable role, is undergoing dtratification into those for whom the European
integration has become an item of the current political agenda and those for whom it exists
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only as an abstract ideologem. Ukraine belongs to the latter group.”s9

European skepticism was best demonstrated by the pressure applied to the EU candidate
countries in East Centrd Europe over the question of strengthening border controls with Ukraine,
once the Schengen system agpplies. The more Ukrainians insisted on wiping out last of the
dividing linesin Europe, the more convinced the EU countries grew of the necessity to do just
that. For one thing, Ukraine' s disma economic performance has transformed it into a potentialy
huge source of immigrants that Western Europeisincreasangly lesswilling to embrace. The
state-business dite' s unwillingness to reform the country’ s economy, which remains very much
non-transparent, impenetrable to free market forces and “neo-feudd” in basc mechanics of its
functioning, has resulted in downfal of indudtrid capacity that even ayear of efforts by more
reform-minded government of Viktor Y ushchenko could not bring back to the leve of its own
former Soviet self. For another reason, Europeans grew frustrated with Kiev’s continued attacks
on basic human rights and freedoms, freedom of media being but one, though a prominent
example. In apoliticaly oppressed, economically devastated, poor and mismanaged country
crime rate is bound to go up, which creates the third reason of why the EU would prefer to keep
Ukraine on the other side of the Schengen border.

The prevaent vison in the EU at the moment isthat Ukraine, even if an unquestionably
European country from historica and geographica points of view, is ill along way to go to be
considered for an associate membership. The September 2001 Y ata summit between the
European Union and Ukraine reveal ed open skepticism regarding Ukraine' s European prospects
on the part of the EU leaders. While they acknowledged that Ukraine was moving aong in
economic development, it was impossible to mute criticism with respect to the lack of progress
in economic reform. Moreover, a the time of the summit Ukraine remained wide open to
rampant corruption of the government officids and their close associates, the notorious
Ukrainian “oligarchs” or paliticaly empowered business people. The EU had dso
acknowledged that the government in Kiev failed to guarantee conditions for a free and open
press. As the EU spokesperson Rego Kempinen said, "Of these issues, | would say that politicaly
for us the most important thing is that we wish to ddliver across a srong message to the
leadership of Ukraine that if they are serious about the country's European choice and about
puttting the recent scandals behind them, they must demonstrate their readiness to do so.”°

In spite of dl European rhetoric, paliticd system in Ukraine exhibits festures that cannot
but evoke reminiscences of corrupt oligarchic regimes in less developed regions of the world.
The executive s unquestioned dominance over the country’ s palitics, well seenin presidentia
manipulaions of the parliament and further reflected in regiona subservience to the central
adminigration, isthe key issue. Thelack of independent judiciary, which a the moment istotaly
suppressed and intimidated by the presidential adminigtration, isano lessimportant one. The
executive crackdown on dl media, which is thereby made to choose between serving as a
mouthpiece for the government or going out of business without much hope of coming back, is
the third feature that must give Europe a shiver. Againg this background, it ssemsamost a
subordinate issue that the present state of Ukraine' slegal system disallows concrete “ chapter”
negotiations on adoption, implementation and enforcement of various aspects of acquis
communautaire. The point is that the adoption of acquis communautaire requires not only change
of many nationd laws and adoption of the new ones, but also an inditutiond change of a great
magnitude, crestion and functiond transformation of anumber of adminidrative or judicia
bodies which oversee the legidation. Ukraine is presently ill prepared for such a change.

All of these factors add up to an increased fedling of excluson that the country’ s dite
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shareswith population a large. As Kuchma said, “thereisared fear [in Ukraing] that the old
Iron Curtain can be replaced with a different, more humane but no less dangerous Paper Curtain.
Ukraine s disturbed about this”¢1 But isit? Kuchma's own behavior in the scanda over aleged
sale of Kolchuga radar systemsto Iraq had once again demonstrated that most foreign policy
pledges of the Ukrainian dite must be taken with agrain of sdt. Perhgps, astudy of foreign
policy orientations of Ukraine' s generd public can provide a better barometer? In the next
section, | will addresstheissue of public preferences, thus moving away from what has been
rightly criticized as a bias of excessive persondization of Ukraine s foreign palicy, i.e, its
uncritica perception asidentical with the government’ s policy pronouncements.

How Ukrain€e s European Choice I's Seen by Ukrainians

Ukrainian elite sees European integration as akey to the country’ s successful capitaist
development. There is an dmost universa consent on Ukraine' s progpective membership in the
EU as a sure road to prosperity. In asharp contrast to that, political, economic and numerous
legd obligations of membership are rather poorly understood and, judging by the mortdizingly
dow pace of domestic reform, have never been serioudy embraced. Ukraing s political
establishment approaches the whole issue of membership in western inditutions in a conscioudy
sf-indulgent manner. In doing o, it is motivated by an gpparently Sncere belief that mere
signing of the respective membership agreements would accord Ukrainian rulers same
internationa status, voice, and privileges as those enjoyed by the eected leaders of advanced
industrial democracies. On a broader plane of discourse, there is an equally Sincere appreciation
of membership as amagic key opening floodgates of internationa aid and investment, both
sorely needed to plug the holes Ieft in Ukraine s economy by more than a decade of plunder by
the country’ s postcommunist strongmen. Close association between originators of Ukraine's
European quest, political and business leaders centered around the office of the president, and
lecherous “oligarchs’ primarily responsible for the state-supervised pillage of the economy, isan
unfortunate circumstance that has tarnished that quest from its inception.

Among broader segments of Ukrainian population, there is till an gpparent lack of
understanding of what exactly the country’ s “European choiceg’” means and how the proclaimed
god of integration with Europe is to be achieved. Even though 57% of the polled, according to
the April 2000 survey, bdieve that Ukraine needs membership in the European Union, nearly
onethird of Ukrainians are undecided. It is interesting to note that haf of the respondents do not
imagine themsalves as citizens of a united Europe. A pogitive answer to that question was given
by dightly more than one third of the respondents (37%), while the remaining 15% were
hestant.62 Time and again, surveys show that the European identity of the Ukrainian population
remains less than fully developed and often loses in comparison to the post- Soviet, Eastern
Savic, ethnic, nationd, and locd identities.

Ukrainian public worries about the potential cost of integration. A quarter of the polled
think that Ukraine should avoid financia dependence, which may follow should Ukraine move
closer to the EU. Another 23% fear the risk of economic dependence. About 12-13% of the
population detest potentia imposition of foreign vaues. About the same number of the polled
hate the idea that Ukraine may find itsdf in the role of a supplicant, an apprertice, or a“junior
brother” of more advanced European countries.®3

Hesitance of the massesis echoed in palitics and policies of the government. More than

one observer of Ukraine' s European integration efforts has lamented the lack of enthusiasm 23
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that various departments and levels of the government exhibit when it comes to implementing
changes necessary to move the European agenda forward. Domestic andysts note the virtua
absence of a* sharp but informed debate on the question of European integration, which would
be based on a comprehensive analysis of the benefits and burdens, the pluses and minuses... the
pros and cons’ of such an integration.® On amore basic levd, it is not entirely clear how
integration itsdlf is understood — on the level of a process and especidly on the leve of
anticipated outcomes.

Theargumentsin favor of Ukraine sintegration with Europe are mostly uncontroversid.
However, these are the arguments of the dite, which may sound a bit distant from day-to-day
problems of common people. Firg, it is said that Ukraine needs to cooperate with European
ingtitutions to promote democracy and market economy, thus serving its own nationd interests.
While few people would argue nowadays that democracy and market economy are generdly
good things and might well serve population at large, especidly in the long run, whet is not
uncommonly taken as market economy in most post- Soviet countries has harmed the mgjority of
citizensin the first decade after the fal of communism. As democracy goes, mullti- party
elections, preferable though they might be to the one- party rule, do not bring much of genuine
politica pluraism to the people who lack financid and organizationd resources required for
meaningful participation in politica life. Add to this numerous “irregularities’ of the post-Soviet
elections, blatant use of the “adminigtrative resource,” that is, outright pressure of the powers
that-be on locd authorities and the dectorate at large, sorry situation with freedom of the press,
and other wdl-know digtortions of the democratic process in Ukraine, and what might well be
taken as democracy by Ukrainian president and his cronies becomes a sad caricature of the latter
in the minds of the voters.

Second, the European Union is perceived as potentialy a strong trading partner. Ukraine
iswell aware that common European export and import markets are among the largest in the
world. These markets are dso among the most coveted by al developing economies. With its
population of more than 370 million people, the European Union currently accounts for roughly
18 percent of the world imports and 19 percent of the world exports, comparing to, respectively,
21 and 16 percent for the U.S. market*>. As Ukrainian liberd andysts assart, “for any country,
cooperation with the EU can provide consderable economic dividends, which in turn promote
higher living standards for the bulk of that country’ s populace.”® In the Ukrainian business
circles, there is awidespread consensus that trade with the European Union is bound to grow. It
isless clear, however, whether symmetry in Ukraing s trade with the EU can be achieved in the
foreseegble future, or indeed whether trading with Europe can in the short run be equaly
beneficial to both sides, asliberd theorists tend to believe.

Indeed, by the start of the 21t century, the European Union became Ukraing' s second
largest trade partner, yidding only to Russiaand the CIS in importance. The relaionship isfar
from symmetrica, however. While gpproximatdly 22 percent of Ukrain€ sforeign trade is
generated on the EU markets, the EU trade with Ukraine, currently at 0.4 percent of itstotd
foreign trade, is negligible®” Russaand other CIS countries remain Ukraing slargest foreign
trade partners, taking in 35 percent of Ukraine' s exports and accounting for 60 percent of its
importsin 2000.8 In 1999-2001, EU-Ukraine trade fell sharply down as aresult of the 1998
economic crissin Russiaand the CIS. Even so, the EU maintains trade surplus with Ukraine,
and the Structure of trade, still dominated by raw materids and commodities on the Ukrainian
Sde, versus manufactured goods on the side of the EU, clearly does not favor Ukraine, should
the plans of afree trade zone with the EU come to fruition. Only increased foreign direct
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investment and thorough modernization of the Ukrainian economy can remedy the problem, as
both Ukrainian and European economists acknowledge. Ukrainians lament, however, that the
EU'’ s decison to “hep Ukraine advance the process of economic reform by enhancing the
impact of economic policy advice’®® does not go far enough to fecilitate FDI at aleve that
would launch that much needed breakthrough in bilateral economic relations.

Ukrainians believe that associate membership in the EU will automaticaly guarantee
increased leves of financia sponsorship and support to the failing Ukrainian economy. It istrue
that economic assstance of the EU and its member states to Ukraine is sgnificant. Over the term
of ten years since Ukraine' s proclamation of independence, the European Community’ stota
assistance amounted to € 1,072 billion. Individua member states provided around € 157 million
in 1996-1999 alone.”®

The European Union, together with the USA and Canada, remains a powerful magnet for
potential Ukrainian migration. Severd nation-wide surveys reveded arather high proportion of
potentid migrants, particularly among younger and better educated groups of population. For
example, the April 1999 survey indicated that one third of respondents were ready to leave
Ukraine for another country of permanent residence, should an opportunity present itsef. This
proportion increased in paralle to the educationa attainment level of respondents: from 38%
among those with compl ete secondary education to 46% among professondly qudified
specidigts. The desire to emigrate was highest among students, 65 per cent of which expressed
their willingness to leave Ukraine permanently. ”*

It isno wonder that young and better educated Ukrainians are among the strongest
proponents of Ukraine' s western orientation. According to the 2001 nation-wide poll, the so-
cdled “western vector” of foreign policy was mostly supported by young people and the most
educated strata of the population. Y et, even these groups choose the Russian “vector” more often
than its dternatives. The Russian “choicg’ prevailsin public opinion of older respondents,
resdents of Ukraine s eastern and southern regions, and supporters of the parties on the l€ft: the
Communists and the Socidists. 72 Ukraing s lingering sympathies to Russia pose a question for
domestic policy makers and internationd observers dike: should Ukraing s western choice be
conceptudized in contradigtinction to the policy of furthering the country’ s manifold tiesto
Russa? Can Ukraine westernize without Russa— or should the two countries do it together?

Between Russia and the West

Interestingly enough, sociological surveys reved that the second most popular choicein
foreign policy orientationsis sdf-reliance, or more or less clearly pronounced isolationism and
parochiaism. In 2001, the inward-looking choices of “relying on domestic potentid” and
“development of Ukraine sregions as priority” trampled the western “vector” in aggregate. A
certain fatigue with respect to foragn policy experimentations of the government gppeared as a
factor that unites otherwise diametrically opposed trends in Ukraing' s public opinion. Thus,
demonstrated preferences to an isolationist coursein foreign policy and demands to more
attention to domestic and regiona problems were registered across Ukraine s regiond spectrum
from the West to the East, with the exception of the south-eastern regions and the Crimea, where
this attitude, though present, was less accentuated (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Regional preferencesin Ukraine sforeign policy orientations (%)

Region of 1 (reying 2(Russa | 3(onRB | 4(rdnsw/ | 5(domestic 6 (regions
resdence on CIS) priority) Union) the West) potentid) as priority)
Kiev 23 15 14 42 38 14
Northern 37 19 27 27 31 7
Centra 18 19 27 17 24 10
Northeast 25 17 42 19 25 8
Northwest 26 12 9 43 59 8
Southeast 31 26 29 22 19 9
Wegern 16 7 2 50 43 14
Southwest 19 21 2 33 48 27
Southern 32 29 37 16 11 13
Eastern 24 34 47 14 13 14
Crimea 28 26 44 11 11 8

Source: April 2001 nation-wide poll, conducted by the SOCIS research centre, N = 1200.7

Ovedl, foreign policy orientations of the Ukrainian population remain saunchly pro-

Russian in spite of vociferous propaganda that represents Russian “vector” as sonething
diametrically opposite to Ukraing s western orientation. Traditiona ethnic, cultural and

economic ties to Russathat Ukraine has developed over centuries support generdly positive

image of the northern neighbor. Looking beyond Russia per se, Ukrainians are focused mostly on

the East European, or even narrower, the Eastern Savic fidld of interaction. With the exception

of pro-western pundits and residents of the westernmost borderlands, the mgority of the

population exhibits little, even if dowly growing, enthusiasm with the pro-western course of the

government (see Table 2).

This attitude resonates in the nationd legidature. Until the March 2002 parliamentary

elections, it was largely dominated by the opponents of the pro-western course of the
government. Anti-westernism pesked amidst NATO'’ s Kosovo campaign, when Verkhovna Rada

adopted a resolution on the Ukrainian-NATO rdations that was sharply critica of NATO's
“disregard... for the established international legal norms and the use of the right of forcein

internationa relations’ and indicated that “ Ukrain€'s one-sded orientation toward full

integration with NATO, imposed by certain forces, and attempts to drag it into this Alliance,

which isamilitary-political bloc, are negatively viewed by a considerable part of

the country’ s population and complicate relations with CIS member ates--above dl, with our

closest neighbors, the Russian Federation and Belarus.”’#
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Table 2. Foreign Poalicy Orientations of the Ukrainian Population (%)

What isyour preferred vision 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001
of Ukrain€ s politica development?

Closer tieswith members of 41 39 | 32 24 23 19 15 16
the Commonwedth

of Independent States (CIS)

Cooperate with Russa; 18 15 | 14 29 23 29 27 | 36
strengthen East Savic bloc

Develop the Bdtic-Black Sea Alliance 2 08| 09| 08 - 1 - -
Firs of dl, develop reaions 13 14 | 16 14 15 16 17 13
with western countries

Sdf-reliance; strengthen independence 13 14 | 19 16 29 20 26 21
Different regions of Ukraine should 4 4 5 4 - 4 4 3
choose their own ways

Don’'t know, no answer, other 12 13 | 14 13 11 12 12 10

Sources: Politychnyi portret Ukrainy 20 (1998): 6; survey data of the research centre Democratic
Initiatives (Kiev, Ukraine), representative nationa polls, N between 1200 and 1810, p < 0.05.7°

The November 2000 survey showed that 40 percent of the polled were against Ukraine's
potentiad accession to NATO, versus roughly one-third of those generally supporting such an

aspiration. Foreign policy experts noted that the respondents were substantially more supportive

to their country’ s membership in the EU, which more than haf of the polled backed.”® The
atitude to the EU countries and the European Union inditutionsis generdly postive. Inthe
2000 survey, only 17% in the aggregate opposed Ukraine s potential membership in the
expanded European Union. However, as sociologists noted, some people supported Ukrain€' s
membership in both the EU and the Union of Russaand Belarus (see Table 3).

Table 3. Attitudes Toward Ukrain€e s Potential Membership In International Alliances.

Should, in Your Opinion, Ukraine Seek Accesson to...? (%)

Alliance Definitely || Rather || Rather | Definitely Difficult to
SO yesthan || nothan | no say
no yes

NATO 11 20 18 2 30

EU 20 36 9 8 28
Russa-Bdarus Union 31 21 14 14 20

It should continueto bea 15 17 20 19 28

neutral country

Sources: SOCIS Centre for Socid and Marketing Research, Kiev, November 2000 nation-wide
poll, N=1200, via http://www.uamisson.org/pres-rel/2000/pr-r-0112.htm, January 3, 2002.
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Ukrainians are redists and know who their friends and alies are. The fact that |eaders of
the European Union give Ukrainian aspirations of membership a short dhrift has not passed
unnoticed by the populace. The EU'’ s response to Ukraine' s European campaign has been frigid
from the start, and could only go from bad to worse once facts on corruption and power abusein
Kiev became known thanks to the Menychenko tapes and numerous reports by loca journdigs.
Meanwhile, Ukrainian-Russan rdations have actudly improved since the conclusion of the
“big” treaty in 1997. While Vladimir Putin’s support of the embattled president Kuchma can be
lamented, improvementsin bilaterd trade, stronger and mutualy beneficia cross-border ties, and
Russid shdp in solving Ukraine' s energy problems should dl be welcome. So must be generdly
positive dimate in diplomatic relations in the regions, which manifests itself both bilaterdly and
through the medium of the CIS.

It isno surprise, therefore, that in public opinion, Ukraing s nationd interests point
toward a profound rapprochement with Russia. Thus, in 1998, 57 percent of those polled voted in
favour of Ukrainejoining the Russa- Belarus Union, while up to 66 percent of participants to
another survey saw the bilateral Program of Economic Cooperation in unambiguoudy postive
terms, as ‘facilitating the expanson of amutualy beneficid, good-neighbourly cooperation of
the two alied states and peoples.’”” In 1998-2000, a stable 28-30 percent of the total supported
Ukraine' s ascent to the CIS military union (the Tashkent Treety), versus just 15-16 percent
convinced of the benefits of Ukraine' s potentidd NATO membership and 31-37 percent in favour
of eguidistancing and non-dignment.”® Through the first five years of independent existence, a
majority of Ukrainians supported awarding the Russan language an officid statusin Ukraine, a
proportion that only dightly dedlined (to 44-46 percent) in 1997-2000.7° On the interpersond
leve, indicators of acceptance and trust that Russians enjoy in Ukraine riva those accorded to
ethnic Ukrainians (see Table 4).

Table 4. Interethnic Tolerance and Social Distancing in Ukraine, 1994-2000."

Ethnicand | 12/1994 | 10/1995 | 11/1996 | 06/1997 11/1998 | 02/1999 04/2000
ethno-

cultural N=2181| N=1530 | N=1446 | N=1973 N=1566 | N=1533 | N=1935
groups

Ukranian

Spesking 1.70 1.72 2.03 2.27 1.83 1.77 2.07
Ukrainians

Russan

spesking 1.78 1.84 2.06 2.34 1.97 1.97 2.32
Ukrainians

Russans 1.95 2.06 2.45 2.55 2.25 2.21 2.49
Bdarudgans 2.32 2.49 3.05 3.18 3.04 2.94 3.13
Jews 3.63 3.74 3.89 3.97 3.96 3.86 4.10
Poles 3.85 3.84 4.16 4.23 4.23 4.20 4.45
Gamans 4.03 3.92 4.39 4.30 4.47 441 4.69
Romanians 4.27 4.40 4.38 451 459 4.48 5.03
Gypses 5.15 5.14 5.15 5.35 5.40 5.46 5.60
Average 3.60 3.67 3.78 3.85 3.82 3.78 4.06
index

"Theindex equals 1 if all respondents would admit representatives of a given group as members of their families, 7 -
if all respondents would deny anyone from a given group an entry to Ukraine. 28
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Source; Kiev International Ingtitute of Sociology online report, < http://kiis.com.ua/>

An opinion poll commissoned by the U.S. Department of State in 2002 has revedled that
85 percent of Ukrainians have a generdly favorable view of Russa, versus only 10 percent who
have a generdly unfavorable view. The proportion of respondents expressing confidencein
Russid s ability to ded responsibly with world problems has risen from around 30 percent in
1995-96 to 64 percent in 2002. Over the same period, the proportion of those who see Russaasa
threat to Ukraing's security has falen from 21 percent to amere 5 percent.8° In terms of foreign
policy orientations, 60 percent of respondents went as far as to support some kind of confedera
union with Russa and Bdarus, while 34 percent remain opposed to the idea. Close to two thirds
of the polled support close security relations with Russaand the CIS. A large minority (39
percent with 51 percent opposed) wantsto go yet further and merge Ukraine and Russainto a
single sate8!

Agang this background, western and Ukrainian pundits insistence on seeing the so-
cdled Russan “vector” in Ukraing s foreign policy as somehow opposite to the “western,” or
“European” vector looks and sounds completely out of touch with redlity. The facts point to a
diametricaly opposite concluson. When the Ukrainian deputy prime minister says that Ukraing's
way into Europe goes through Moscow, the West iswdll advised to listen, rather than dismissing
the idea as mere “ pro- Russia noises coming from Ukraine.”8?

Asthings stand now, Russia has moved closer to the West than Ukraine will be abletoin
the foreseegble future. Despite disagreements with the United States over the war on Iraqg,
Russa srdationswith NATO have dramaticaly improved since the creation of anew Russa-
NATO council in the format of the “20” on May 28, 2002. In the meantime, the Ukrainian
president was disnvited from participation in the historic NATO Prague summit over the sale of
the Kolchuga passive radar systems to Iraq he alegedly approved in 2000.

Both the USA and the European Union awarded Russa the status of a market economy,
thus acknowledging the country’ s advance on the path of reforms and continuing efforts to
secure, in the words of arecent officid declaration, “stable socioeconomic development and
dignified integration into the world community” for al members of the Commonwedth of
Independent States.83 Ukraine' s reforms stall, one of the key reasons being dlite's unscrupulous
interference in the economy. As arecent report by the U.S. Department of State indicates, the
last few years of the Kuchma adminigtration were characterized by “the pervasiveness of
corruption, connections between government officias and organized crime, and the political
activities of organized crime figures’ that “often blurred the ditinction between political and
crimind acts”®* Relegation of Ukraing s satus as formerly one of the chief recipients of the U.S.
foreign ad isindicative of the fact that the United States | oses patience with the country’s
progress.®>

Ukraine has moved closer to the postcommunist autocracies in Central Asathan to its
western neighbours in treetment of human rights and democratic freedoms, freedom of mediaiin
particular. Kiev has managed to overdo Moscow in slencing political dissent. Whilein Russa,
according to the last yearly report by internationa watchdogs of media freedom, “the
independent press continued to provide a certain plurdity of views” in Ukraine “the government
flagrantly violated press freedom and censored the media."8®

Internationa organizations concern with the human rights stuation in Ukraine stands
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out particularly for its comprehengive character. Human rights violations in Ukraine touch upon
al spheres of life: from freedom of expression to the right to vote, and from the absence of
independent judiciary to discrimination againg ethnic minorities, lega harassment, the use of
torture in penitentiary facilities, and political murders.

When assessing Stuation in Ukraine in late 2001, the U.N. Human Rights Committee
singled out threats to freedom of expresson. It recommended that the government ensure that
language rights of nationd minorities are honoured. The European Union’s 2002- 03 Nationa
Indicative Programme for Ukraine highlighted the need to strengthen independent media, the
judiciary, and public adminigtration. The Eurgpean Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights
identified Ukraine as a focus country for 2002-04. The Committee on the Elimination of Racid
Discrimination criticized Ukraine for racid profiling, particularly with regards to the Romani
population, and called for the development of effective disciplinary measures for officids
committing human rights violations. The Council of Europe siressed the lack of an independent
judiciary and the absence of progressin resolving cases of murdered journdists®’

NATO has declared that Ukrain€ s proclaimed god of full integration into Euro-Atlantic
Security structures remains contingent on “respect for human rights, the principle of separation of
powers and judicia independence, democratic el ections in accordance with Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) norms, political plurdism, freedom of speech and
press, repect for the rights for national and ethnic minorities, and non-discrimination on
politicd, religious or ethnic grounds.” To demondrate its progress dong these lines, Ukraine
would have to start by adopting “dl relevant legidation in pursuit of these policies™8 Ukraing's
clamour for the associate membership in the European Union is equaly impossible without clear
evidence of the country’ s progressin systematic adoption (and implementation) of acquis
communautaire. For the moment, this evidence is sorely lacking.

Asthings stand now, Ukraine trails Russiain political and economic development, even
if rhetoricaly digancing itsdlf from Russia. And herein lies the problem. Mogt pundits seeiit, but
fall to interpret it correctly. It isnot Russathat causes Ukraing stroubles. It is Kiev's unique
inability to develop a principled policy of its own, basing it on honest recognition of the
country’ s well- established dependence on both Russia and the West. Rhetorica distancing
notwithstanding, Ukrain€ s road to Europe still goes through Moscow — paliticdly,
economicaly, and culturaly — athough, geographicaly, it does run in the opposite direction.

Conclusion

Among al of the pogt- Soviet countries, the Bdtics excepted, Ukraine seemed the most
promising candidate for a speedy integration into the European community of nations. Its
favourable geographic location on the crossroads of mgor transportation routes in the Bdtic-
Black Seaareg; itsterritory, roughly the size of France; and its demographic resources (51.5
million people in 1989) dl promised a potentialy easy adaptation to redities of the market
economy.

Instead, a trangtion proved along and bumpy road. In the Soviet times, Ukraine was the
largest (after Russia) economy among the fifteen Union republics of the former USSR. By 1999,
the breakdown of the established economic ties with other post- Soviet states and the badly
mismanaged reforms had pushed Ukraine' s economic output to fal to less than 40% of its 1991
level. Although Ukraine s GDP had benefited from a sustained positive growth in 2000-2001,
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it was not enough to bring the economy fully back to normd.

Privatization was dow and rigged to benefit politica indgders, survivors of old
nomenklatura and managers of the sate-owned enterprises. The end result was predictable;
rather than creating a strong middle class of newly liberated producers and professionds, it gave
riseto awave of overt and covert criminaization of economy. Several powerful clans of the so-
cdled oligarchs grew accustomed to buttress their economic fortunes with inordinate amounts of
political influence over the country’ s nationd executive. The oligarchic regime that has run the
country since mid-nineties has ruined the country’s economy, crippled its socid structure, and
tarnished itsinternationd reputation. By 2000, Ukraine had accumulated $3.2 billion in externa
debts, with roughly the same amount brought in as foreign investments tota over the eight year
period since 1992.89 Ukraing's GDP in 2002 barely crawled above one-hdf of the Szeit had
reached eleven years before.

There are those who would like to blame Ukraine s misfortunes on external factors,
Russia being the favourite scapegoat. However, Russia has made no steps whatsoever to
destabilize Ukrain€' s economy or undermine its Sate- building process. Russa kept calm when
Kiev promulgated laws restrictive of the use of Russan language in Ukraine; when, in 1992,
Ukraine has nationalized a sizeable chunk of the Soviet Armed Forces stationed on its territory;
when Ukraine factudly defaulted on payment of its $ 2 billion energy debt to Russia, and on
numerous other occasions. In spite of vigorous opposition in the Duma, Moscow had acquiesced
to the trandfer of formerly Russan Crimea to the newly independent Ukrainian state — atransfer
open to the not unreasonable chalenges under the internationd law. In 1997, the new State of the
Ukrainian Russan rdations as rdations of fully equa and sovereign states was legdly grounded
in the comprehengive friendship treaty, which committed Russa to acknowledge territorid
integrity of Ukraine in its present borders. Findly, Russa has made no attempts to stop or
discourage cooperation between Ukraine and NATO, including cooperation in military affairs,
defence and security. Instead, Moscow started an equaly intense process of cooperation with the
Alliance, which gained a new momentum after tragic events of September 11, 2001 and
culminated in the establishment of the NATO-Russia Council a the Rome Summit on May 28,
2002.

A better understanding of the essence of the Ukrainian-Russan rdaionsis crucid for
anyone who wants to develop an informed opinion on the prospects and pitfals of Ukraing's
European choice. It is seductively easy, and dso plain wrong, to represent Ukraine's European
agenda as something diametrically opposite to the agenda of closer, and better relations with the
Russan Federation. The “either-or” choice in Ukraine s foreign policy orientations, with its
inevitable concomitant —smpligtic and ignorant anti- Russanism — is a product of narrow-
minded thinking dating back to the era of the Cold War bipolarity. A foreign policy built on
harking most hawkish opinions of Russid s professiona opponents in the West cannot but
generateinto the policy of geopolitica bluff which will dupe no one but the very same people
who encouraged it in the first place. In the western foreign policy community, only retired Cold
War warriors would espouse the “ Europe versus Eurasa’ mentdity, which seemsto imply that
rhetorica browbegating of Russa and the Russians can be accepted as a subgtitute for the largely
missng European credentials. Most people would request more tangible signs of the acceptance
of western vaues. A steady movement toward implementation of at least some of the
Copenhagen criteriafor the EU membership would be awe come indication of Ukraine sred,
and not only rhetorical progress on itsway “back to Europe.”
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This paper has argued that Russiaiis not the source of Ukraine' s problems and should not
be represented as such. The roots of most Ukraine s problems lie within Ukraine itsdf. While
some of those can be attributed to the Soviet legacies that the country shares with Russiaand
other post-Soviet sates, others have only appeared since Ukrain€e s proclamation of
independence and largely because of actions or inactions of Ukraine s own government. The
present regime of oligarchic and rent- seeking capitalism was not ingtalled by external forces.
Numerous violaions of human rights, systematic oppression of the media, rigged dections,
corrupt courts, embezzlement of the state funds by high-ranking officia's, creeping
authoritarianism and covert crimindization of the state are dl sadly recognisable features of
Ukraine' s domedtic life after communism.

Againg this background, how serious the rhetoric of Ukraine' s European bid can be?
How should the West react to Ukrain€' s vows that there is no dternative to the European
integration of the country? On the face of it, the rhetoric of European choice emanating from the
state which looks more and more like atypica underdeveloped country in Africa, Ada, or Lain
America cannot but provoke a hedlthy degree of scepticism. However, geographicaly Ukraineis
not in Africa, Ada, or Latin America. After the EU accession of Poland, Hungary, and Sovakia,
al countries to which Ukraine is connected by the thousands of ties, the country will st on the
borders of the expanded European Union. Ukraine s geostrategic importance for security and
sability in Europe is beyond any doubt, and so isits potentia vaue for about any operation of
the enlarged NATO in Europe svicinity and beyond. Ukraine' s significance as the key transt
country for the exports of Russian gasin Europe is aso well established.

In other words, European and Euro-Atlantic communities do have to take Ukraine
serioudy. At the September 2001 summit in Y dtathe EU had reconfirmed its * commitment to
continue support of democratic development, human rights, the rule of law and market oriented
economic reforms’ in Ukraine, with aview to “strengthening Ukraine' s European orientation.”°
The March 2003 Joint Report, athough reflecting a number of the EU’ s concerns, particularly as
relatesto judicid reform and implementation of legidation, media freedom, and rights of
journdigsin Ukraine, has aso proclamed an “intention to consder a new proximity policy”
toward Ukraine in the context of the Wider Europe initiative®* The NATO-Ukraine Action Plan
is based on the premise that “Ukraine and NATO share acommon vison of aunited and free
Europe,”®? and Lord Robertson has recently found that, in Ukraine, one can see “amuch more
reditic appraisal of the problems at hand, and a much more determined effort to tackle them.”93

All said and done, the question remains whether this generous assessment of Ukraine's
readiness to join with the West is or is not overtly optimistic. What does Ukraine' s European
choicg’” mean for Ukrainians themsalves? Does it mean fine-tuning the country’ s foreign policy
to rhetoricaly rdly behind the western flags? Or does it mean embarking a a much more
difficult way of genuine reforms at home? If Ukraine is findly ready to embrace western vaues
in practice, and not only in shallow declarations of the government, what domestic socia and

political forces are capable of achieving this?

Ukraine' s present adminigtration is ill suited to lead the country’ s European integration
project. Ukraine' s hopes therefore hinge on results of the next presidentia dections. Pending the
hoped-for change in the composition of the country’ s ruling class, precious little can be
accomplished in regards to the most issues that matter: from transparency in economic and fiscal
policies to the redl separation of powers and independence of judiciary, to human rights and
freedom of the media. Without red advance on these fronts, even the nicest and most
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elaborate action plans will fail to move integration an inch forward.

While Ukrainians wait, and hope for the best, getting the Schengen visa does not seem a
life priority for the rank-and-file, who make up 99.9 per cent of the nation. These rank-and-file
citizensredidticaly assess their country’ s relative sanding on the internationa arenaand its
immediate tasks, opportunities and chalenges. They believe that matching Russia s present level
of development might be alogica step on Ukraineg sway to Europe. For many of this people,
cooperation with Russa and closer ties with the CI'S are more important than relations with
western countries.

Ukraine' s policy makers must know better than anyone e se that the country’ s economic
ties to Russa are manifold and vita for surviva of the economy. Good raions with Russa are
equally indispensable for the country’ s security and its overdl gatusin internationa relations.

By more than one count, strengthening of Ukrainian-Russian relations generdly spesking and
increased cooperation on various sectoral, horizontal and ad-hoc issues holds maor promises for
Ukraine' s development and, hence, its progress toward the god of European integration.

It is symptomatic that the two countries have decided to coordinate economic policiesin
preparation to their accession to the World Trade Organisation. This mode of cooperation is
indructive and suggests asmilar srategy in dealing with Europe. As of recent, Russia has

moved on to champion European integration efforts on behaf of dl members of the CIS. Russa
has come out with an idea of a common market between the EU and former Soviet republics.

Russa, in Vladimir Putin’swords, has pledged “to work with our colleagues,” Ukraine first and
foremogt, toward “harmonizing our legidation with Europe's’ and “toward creating acommon
economic space together with Greater Europe.”®* No doubt some pundits will be tempted to
interpret this as just another manifestation of Moscow’ s “neo-imperidist” tendencies. But
perhaps, this time around the West should hold Russiato itsword and help it to deliver. Given a
chance, the strategy of helping Russiato help Ukraine might work. When Ukrain€' s European
choiceisno longer presented in such away asto antagonize Ukraine slargest neighbor and
Srategic partner, it may dart shaping out in the redm of redlity. Until then, it is doomed to
remain in the redm of paliticd rhetoric.
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