Yanukovich’s Ukraine after the Orange Revolution: Mere Parenthesis or Way
Back to Normalcy?

Eric Pardo Sauvageot

Abstract:

Viktor Yanukovich’s victory in 2010 six years aftee Orange Revolution came as a shock for thopeating
democracy in Ukraine. Was Yushenko or is it onctir@rary Yanukovich but a mere parenthesis? Afbaiselering
theories advanced to explain the Orange Revolutidong with similar phenomena in the post-Sovietcs), we
will consider the origins of the Orange Revolutidinderstanding the degree of dependence of the deran
Revolucion on either civil society or elite divisjoshould provide us with insights about the praspeof
authoritarianism consolidating in the wake of Yaowkh's presidency. The onset of the Orange Rewnlpbints
to the determinant importance of elite division.endas the prospects for a similar elite divisioersemuch more
unlikely now than in it was the case 2004 and ey before which led to the Orange Revolution.
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Resumen:

La eleccion de Viktor Yanukovich en 2010 seis afespués de la Revolucion Naranja supuso un shoeklpa

que preveian la consolidacion de la democracia esrablia. ¢Fue Yushenko un mero paréntesis, o lo es
Yanukovich? Una vez repasadas las diversas tesdhee el fendmeno de la Revolucion Naranja (y tesiohes
similares en el espacio post-soviético), considemna génesis de tal fendbmeno. El que la Revolubiaranja
dependiese en menor o mayor medida de la partidpade la sociedad civil o de la division de lages, deberia

de ser importante para considerar las posibilidadies que la presidencia de Yanukovich derive endaginren
autoritario. La génesis de la Revolucion Naranjaafa a la importancia de la division de las élitesgntras que

el panorama en estos momentos para que un fenésirailar se dé, parecen menores que en 2004.
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1. Theoretic Framework

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the phemmmeof democratization in the successor
states has attracted the attention of many amomhglaas and researchers. The difficult
consolidation of democracy in Russia under Yeltsid the turn towards authoritarianism under
Putin (and his successor, Medvedev) have condituteery important line of research (McFaul
2001, Fish 1995, 2005, Colton & McFaul 2003, ColkoHolmes, 2006, Shevtsova, 2005, 2007).
As Graeme Gill points (Gill 2006a), two differenkptanations have been put forward to
understand the relapse into authoritarianism: wéileme claim that reasons are mainly cultural,
others on the contrary consider that Putin’s bamkgit explains why the initial democratic
tendencies were “hijackedrhid.: 59-61). Irrespective of either one’s solidityeymevertheless
express two different visions, as one relies oncstire-based explanations, whereas the other
strand rather focuses on agency as the explai@ogprt This debate finds a parallel in the

literature analyzing the process of democratizaitioother countries in the post-Soviet space.

More than two decades after the collapse of theiesdynion, the onset of a new wave of
democratization, starting from East European coesitas Slovakia and Serbia where the
consolidation of democratic regimes had been indetepand later reaching countries in the
post-Soviet space as Georgia (Revolution of Roseyaine (Orange Revolution) and
Kirgizstan (Revolution of Tulips) that were baralgmocratic, has rekindled the debate about
reasons, both for the appearance of such phenoraedafor their success/failure. Either
considered as the latest part of what Michael Mtiame to call the Fourth Wave, which
brought the collapse of communist authoritarianmeg (McFaul 2002b: 213), or considered as
a phenomenon per se under the rubric of “Color Rems”, This new wave has been the
object of several studies in which, as alreadyegtatontending explanations, some agency based,
others on the contrary structure based, have beeropvard. From the first group we can
highlight: Beissinger 2007, 2009a, Wolchik & Bun2@09a, 2009b, 2010a. From the second
group: Way 2005b, Levitsky & Way 2006b, Hale 2008k;Faul 2002b, 2005h Way 2008a,

2 We include McFaul in this category consideringthissis on post-communist transition. That thesigyests
(2005b) the evolution of Ukraine to be the resfikh @ertain correlation of forces between oppositad
conservative forces. This would explain the outcarih&kraine as a semi-authoritarian regime. In rdaie respect,
the Color Revolutions and their difficult if notnpial or total failure, could be seen as determibhgdhe inherent
instability of this type of regime.



20094. Both perspectives diverge with regards to thedirgmce attributed to the opposition and
to the capacity of the regime and its constituéiies to resist her challerfge

Wolchik and Bunce have been defending in severdheit articles (2009a, 2009b, 2010a) the
thesis that a series of novel techniques adoptetidoppposition (mobilization, oversight of the
elections, etc.) enabled her to reach the tippmigtpvhere the regime loses cohesion and starts
crumbling. The opposite thesis, put forward in aeseof articles by Way and Way & Levitsky,
highlights on the contrary the regime’s capacigp(essive capacity and willingness to use it) as
the main factor to determine whether demonstratinna political opposition will be successful
or not. If in a strict sense, both theses shouldnegessarily be seen as theoretically opposed,
they nevertheless shed very different interpretatiovhen applied to particular examples.
Wolchik and Bunce do not deny the importance afcttiral factors as the regime’s strength, as
they do acknowledge that the relative weaknessregane will provide for reaching the tipping
point more easily once the opposition openly cingiés the existing political status quo.
However, Way & Levitsky (Way 2005b, Levitsky & W&p06b) try to explain the examples of
Color Revolutions discounting the agent that Wdichnd Bunce portray as the main factor,
namely the set of tactics that opposing forces pas® each other after they proved successful
in triggering change. Wolchik & Bunce follow Beisger’'s thesis (Beissinger 2007), according
to which the Color Revolutions respond to a modpkttern where success is guaranteed by the
emulation of successful tactics. Whereas their tartactual is that had these tactics not been put
into practice, change would not have been broughtdrd, Way & Levitsky sustain that their
success was predetermined by the regime’s levstrength irrespective of the fact that the

exogenous element of imported tactics was presamito

Far from trying to decide the whole debate in faebrone of both sides in a comparative
analysis of all the examples involved, this articdss a much more modest goal. | will focus on
one single case, Ukraine, the goal being to revieorigins and onset of the Orange Revolution
in 2004 and acknowledge the lessons that couldrbemd These lessons should help us to
consider the possibilities of an authoritarian bask during the presidency of Viktor

Yanukovich. It is important to bear in mind the dhetic debate above as to conclude whether

% This classification is reductionist and polemiaalmany of their authors have reacted againsatied they have
been attributed (See the debate: Wolchik & Bund@20Way 2009a, Silitski 2009a, Beissinger 20@89ajtrov
2009aFairbanks 2009a).

* | have to point that compared to theses that focu®ng term and deep changes in the economimraat on
processes of modernization, both perspectivesetfazsising on regime elites and those focusingpposition, are
actor-based. Their main difference, that justifyig labeling the first as structure-based thepréethat these
opposition-based theories focus on a set of coatintactics, learnt from abroad, as the determinaocéssary
factor.



Yushenko’s victory was the consequence, both inotigins and possibly also in its (non)-
consolidation, of a process of fragmentation witte economic and political elites, or whether
it was on the contrary the consequence of the engst of a genuine social basis, whose

consolidation could reasonably be foreseen.

In the first case, | will follow the question: IsaMukovich’s presidency only a parenthesis in a
pattern of democratic evolution? The middle classesngthened in the presidential elections of
2004 after some years of continuous growth, haéssential importance both in swelling the
ranks of protesters and maintaining the momentunmgenough time as to impose the election
of Viktor Yushenko as the legitimate president mfteassive fraud had been undertaken in
tainted elections manufactured as to ensure theti@ieof Viktor Yanukovich. Their eventual
consolidation and independence from networks afopafge surely represents a big promise of
democratic stability for Ukraine. If the temptatitsreinstate authoritarianism in Ukraine was to
return, it should be necessary for politically meddmiddle classes to be able to generate an

autonomous process of change not necessarily depeod dissident economic interests.

In the second case however, the question will leedpposite: Was Yushenko's presidency a
mere parenthesis within a pattern of (semi-)autananism? If the main factor in determining a
successful outcome for the Orange Revolution wasattitude of some of the elites, namely if
Yushenko’s victory was the outcome of political poppers of Kuchma’s regime deciding either
to shed their initial support or at least to adapteutral position out of sheer opposition to the
clan supporting Viktor Yanukovich (Donetsk claf)etpossibility of a similar phenomenon of
protests against the current presidency in caseitbioritarian backlash will depend on oligarchs
deciding to throw their support to protesters thmes way they did in 2004 . As Heny Hale (Hale
2006a, 2010a) puts it, the only guarantee for attla minimum democratic standard to prevail

in the face of authoritarian temptations, is tihat ¢lite division prevails.

2. The Orange Revolution

Regarding the Orange Revolution, there is alreadyda literature analyzing the phenomenon
both from a general point of view and from its madar aspects: Aslund & McFaul 2006,
Karatnycky 2005a, Arel 2005, Kuzio 2005e, 2005i020Bester-Dilgers 2009, D"Anieri 2005a,
2005b, 2010a, Way 2005b, Wilson 2006.



2.1. Literature about the Orange Revolution

Within the literature on the Orange Revolution, al&o find, as in the literature reviewed above,
a smaller or bigger emphasis within the spectahefstructure/agency debate. For example, we
find that Binnendijk & Marcovic 2006, Karatnycky idslund & McFaul 2006, Kuzio 2005b,
2005e, acknowledge, at least partially, an esdemia to the opposition and to organizations
which like PORA organized the protests and antififna propaganda and mobilized activists
who uncovered a wide array of fraud making and wiese able to start a well coordinated
campaign of protests. However, Lucan Way (2005hb)s phe main emphasis on the factor of
elite division, both economic and political, thatchbeen so far supporting Leonid Kuchma and
Viktor Yanukovich.

Contributions as that from Abel Polese (Polese ap08&xplaining in full detail the process of
formation of the two organizations known as BlaoRRA and Yellow PORA, Sushko &
Prystavko’s chapter (Aslund & McFaul, 2006) whédreytlay their emphasis on the diplomatic
factor as one of the main factors explaining tlggme”s final yielding to the opposition, Tammy
Lynch’s chapter (D"Anieri 2010&here we can thoroughly follow the process of prafan by
social actors, Pritula’s chapter (Aslund & McFa0D@) explaining the journalists” rebellion
against their directions in support of the Orangevdtution and finally Shukan’s chapter
(D" Anieri 2010a), where we see the progressiveniagrof actors involved in the final protests
of 2004 since the first anti-Kuchma campaigns, gy good examples of a strand of the

literature which highlights the central role of@stinvolved in the opposition

However, as we have already seen, Lucan Way (Wag®0represents one of the most explicit
examples of an elite-centered thesis. Lucan Wagsthat the inherent weakness of the regime
and its fragmentation in different and very divefaetions are the real factors that can explain
the outcome of 2004 (pp: 131; 144). David Lane @.2008) goes as far as to question whether
the whole Orange Revolution deserves to be called@ution. On the contrary he prefers to see
it as a “revolutionary coup” where the power of idamn making remained within the elites that
were directing the whole process to change thdigallistatus quo. As it is the case of the
literature centered on actors in the side of thposition, the literature covering the Orange
Revolution equally provides many examples of thenglex interplay of interests among
different factions which enabled divisions to ocand opened the door to successful opposition
to the incumbent regime. This literature shows wieition they ended up taking up along the
whole revolutionary process: Anders Aslund (AslddicFaul 2006) gives a detailed analysis



of the different clans who composed the econométauiitical elites. Michael McFaul ( Aslund
& McFaul 2006) explains a vital detail which was thogistic support by the capital’s Kiev
administration, led by a prominent oligarch, Oledai®melchenko, to the protesters. Taras
Kuzio (Kuzio 2009) shows the degree of division dfiges presented when they were faced with
the prospect of Kuchma’'s succession (pp. 52-53)hyb&kudelia (Kuzio 2009) explicitly
portrays in his chapter the beginning of the “remtioin” as the outcome of division among the
elites and the end thereof as a “reunification’nfely the pact between Viktor Yushenko and
Leonid Kuchma to repeat the second round). GerBambn (Besters-Dilger 2009) provides a
very interesting remark when he points to the faat the clans remain as they used to be before
the Orange Revolution (which is something by theywhat might explain the failed
consolidation of the orange coalition). In anotbbapter, Dieter Segert (Besters-Dilger 2009)
points to something even more disturbing, the tiaat all parties depend financially on different
economic clans, whereas Heiko Pleines (BesterseDR§09) shows how fast oligarchs rushed
to show their support to the new president-electalfy, we cannot forget how fast the pro-
Kuchma coalition crumbles when protests consoli@atidson 2006, Kuzio 2010a).

Other contributions provide us with information aba third, but no less important actor, which
does not belong either to activists and politieaders of the opposition or to the political and
economic elites. This third actor is the diffusexrof normal citizens, members of the middle
classes and small entrepreneurs who actively thinew support for the revolution. Karatnicky
(Aslund & McFaul 2006) for example goes as far@sdin a new term, “minigarcs” when he
refers to small entrepreneurs supporting the Or&emlution. Nadia Diuk’s chapter (Aslund &
McFaul 2006) makes the explicit claim that the bafkfinancial support going to the Orange
Revolution came from the middle classes (p. 79%cBko and Prystavko’s chapter (Aslund &
McFaul 2006) also focus its attention on the csatiety highlighting the influence stemming
from the Western countries and the way they shapep the Orange Revolution, in a certain

way reproducing the patterns of democracy supmaringcon to Western middle classes.

2.2. The Genesis and Development of the Orange Réatmon :

After the events which brought about the downfalthe Soviet Union, an independent Ukraine
experienced an extremely traumatic quadruple tiansjmarket economy, democracy, and both
state and nation building; Kravchuk, D"Anieri y Ko2999), where the necessary reforms that

enabled consolidation and a successful transfoomatid not come until the first presidency of
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Leonid Kuchma in the mid-nineties. After having quated these reforms, Kuchma started in
1999 his second presidency nominating a reformistled government headed by the technocrat
Viktor Yushenko (while Yulia Tymoshenko held thespof vice-prime minister) and preparing

a reform of the 1996 constitution meant to increlaisepower. This positive scenario however
came to an end when the “Kuchmagate” scandal egglo@he conversations leaked to the
public uncovered the degree of corruption of thespent’s entourage and showed their
involvement in the assassination of the journaBgtorgyi Gongadze, who publicly attacked

Kuchma’s corrupt system.

The first consequence of the scandal was the pah& blocking constitutional reforms
approved by referendum in 2000. After that, cameampaign of protests, “Ukraine without
Kuchma”, that took place during the first month20601. These protests were initially supported
by the Socialist Party and at the beginning the @amst Party too (they would eventually end
up backing down). But they soon also received stdpam the first desertion from the coalition
in power, the ex vice-prime minister Yulia Tymoskerfdismissed in February 2001). However,
this campaign did not manage to gain the suppoadnefvital political actor, Viktor Yushenko,
who in fact was the most popular politician and whose to side with the president and to keep
his post of prime minister. Devoid of her best ptitd asset, the opposition led protests hardly
managed to attract many supporters and were eagigd out. But then, in what may be seen as
a fatal mistake by Kuchma, he dismissed his popuiiane minister and granted the opposition
the leader she had been lacking so far. Tryingetorig of a competitor, Kuchma in fact threw

him directly into his enemies” arms.

The solidity of the opposition once she was ablen a leader in the popular Viktor Yushenko
was manifest in the parliamentary elections of 200Rtor Yushenko built an electoral coalition,
“Our Ukraine” that managed to gain two thirds oé thopular votes in the party lists, clearly
outnumbering the incumbent coalition “Ukraine UditeThese results were still not sufficient to
grant the opposition the control of the parliaméerte results for representatives elected in
uninominal districts shed much better results f& incumbent candidates. In addition to that,
the coalition in power was able to bribe enoughddadates from within the ranks of the
opposition to gain a majority. However these resokvertheless put the opposition in the right

track to mount her major challenge: the presidéetection of 2004.

Up to the presidential elections, the governmenuldide led by Viktor Yanukovich, whose

stronghold was (and still remains to-day) Donetskegion located in East Ukraine, heavily



industrialized, russophile and home to the most gg (homonymous) clan in Ukraine,
controlled by the magnate Rinat Akhmetov. Viktomd&ovich was eventually to be nominated
the power backed presidential candidate in 2004 idecision that to-day remains clearly
controversial. That nomination was bound to gemerfictions within members of the
presidential entourage and supporters of Kuchmargpinom the rival clans of Kiev (to which
the head of the Presidential Administration, VikiMedvechuk belonged) and Dnipropetrovsk
(whose main oligarch, Viktor Pinchuk, was the sottaw of the president himself). This in fact
might have been one of the main factors explaitivegdegree of support to Yushenko when the

Orange Revolution started.

When the presidential election finally came, thstfround, in spite of wide suspicions of fraud,
shed nevertheless a promising score for Viktor ¥un&b, who stood in a draw with his
opponent Viktor Yanukovich (actually, he was sligheading 39,90 % to 39,26 %). Thus both
main candidates disputed the second round on teeNxdvember. The results, as it had been
expected given the prospects of fraud, proclairhedrncumbent candidate, Viktor Yanukovich,
as the winner with 49,46% to 46,61% of the voteswelver, the polls conducted by opposition
activists revealed a result more adjusted to whahyrthought were the real results: Viktor
Yushenko was actually leading with 52 % of the sot€hese results, along with the many
reports of manipulation, violations of the electdeav and surprisingly high participation rates
in the strongholds of Yanukovich, where enough nooerage a wave of protests supporting
Viktor Yushenko as the legitimate winner of the guential contest. The leadership of “Our
Ukraine”, having foreseen such a scenario, had begemizing her activists who started pouring
into Independence Square (popularly known as thaid®h”). Many citizens supported the
initial protests. The affluence however widely masne whatever had been expected so far and
the ranks of protesters swelled. When protestsheghds climax, the number of protesters was
hovering over a million. Ukraine was witnessing @&strations unseen since the collapse of the

Soviet Union.

Facing the enormous success of demonstrationsedldership of “Our Ukraine” remained split
between two options. Yulia Tymoshenko and the naodént activists advocated a strategy of
confrontation and were planning a Rose Revoluti@eargia 2003) style assault on the main
institutions. Viktor Yushenko however rather defeddkeeping to the non-violent strategy
applied so far and that had managed to attractasty rsupporters. His position finally prevailed.
Given the readiness to break apart the regimeestatiowing, it seemed suitable to keep to that

strategy. In fact, the opposition enjoyed wide aotg with members within the power
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administration, first of all in the Central ElecbrCommission, which leaked the fraud the
authorities were carrying away. Increasing supfrorh other state institutions would eventually
come. Soon, even the parliament dismissed the mendfghe Central Electoral Commission
and withdrew its support from the prime ministed anesident elected, Viktor Yanukovich. The
move was orchestrated by the Radas’s (Parliamesdjdent, Volodymir Lytvyn, who changed
sides and threw his support to Viktor Yushenko. Bupreme Court then, also gave reason to
the opposition in the wake of indignation that veagulfing a big part of society: she decided to
cancel the final results and called for a reruthefsecond round on the"26f December. As the
regime weakened in the wake of a growing loss @pett within its own ranks, its leaders
started looking for a compromise. The option ofi@ent crackdown as advocated by Viktor
Medvechuk could hardly be pursued in the face efuhreliability of the security forces, starting
with the Minister of Defense, Yevhen Marchuk, wh@eessed his unwillingness to shoot on
peaceful protesters. The option of compromise ngtsosupported by the US and the mediators
from the EU, had the advantage of Yushenko’s stipBoth sides finally reached an agreement
which opened the way for the rerun mandated bySinereme Court, while Yushenko had to
accept a series of constitutional amendments asxtoell reforms which would kick in 2006.
After this compromise, the elections were repeadsdplanned, and as expected, Viktor

Yuhsenko claimed the victory with 52 % of the votes

2.3. Viktor Yushenko's presidency and the orange adition:

The Orange Revolution appeared to most of the gbeems a triumph for democracy and as a
new landmark in that phenomenon that many staagéahidw as “Color Revolutions”. Many saw

it as the determinant step towards democratizatibthe whole post-Soviet space after the
precedent of 2003 in Georgia (many other precedsmitd be found in similar phenomena as
Rumania 1996, and in particular as electoral drigestests, Slovakia 1998 and Serbia 2000).
Actually in 2005 a new “color revolution” would hagn in Kirgizstan (Tulip Revolution). All
the hopes put on the Ukrainian democratic turn @adon however prove to be somehow

unjustified.

Going back to the theoretic discussion which opetiesl article, we can easily deduce the
important role that both in the inception and fioatcome of the Orange Revolution divisions

within the ranks of the governing elite played. Mét the financial support of many of the

® A detailed chronology can be found in: Stanislgva@05.



oligarchs, the Orange Revolution would hardly haeen possible. The middle classes played a
very important role indeed, as important were foiahcontributions from small entrepreneurs.
However we cannot forget the string of supportsngténg from oligarchs: the vital logistic
support by Kiev's mayor, Olexandr Omelchenko, PEwooshenko’s financing of Yushenko's
campaign and vital coverage by his own channel,aK&and Olexandr Zinchenko’s (Way
2005b) (another media magnate) direction of Yusbenlcampaign. These personalities, far
from representing a new entrepreneurial class, choma the same milieu as many other
oligarchs who had been supporting Kuchma’s regirheir active support and the readiness of
the new leadership to come into deals with shadsynehts of the “ancient regime” gives ground
to the suspicion that the orange coalition sharedenwith them that it might have been
suspected at the beginning . The fact that maniynessmen were nominated in important posts
of responsibility in the new administration (AsluB@06: 340) is definitely proof of a disturbing
interpenetration with business interests. That ant fshould not be so surprising, as both
Yushenko and Tymoshenko hail from the very regihytended up fighting. Yushenko was a
technocrat who had been heading the Central Batikeirmid-90s and thereafter became prime
minister. This may be after all but a mere anecdbtg many will remember Yushenko’s
statements claiming Kuchma was his political gdi#at Regarding Yulia Tymoshenko, she
started her career as a wealthy businessman ilnithegive sector of energy and became one of
the right hands of Pavlo Lazarenko, a corrupt pnmeister from 1997 to 1998. She abandoned
her political godfather’s party “Hromada” after mgico-opted by Leonid Kuchma for Viktor
Yushenko’s government, leading with her a new mrissBatkyvshina”. Significantly, neither
Alexander Moroz or Yury Lutsenko, both membersha Socialist Party, nor the activists and
leaders of PORA who were determinant for the sucoégrotests held the leadership of the new
administration and government. Yushenko and Tymushend their allies, who as seen above
(especially in the former’s case), had tight tiéh whe circles of oligarchs, were the ones who
really held the leadership. In addition to thedamtes, we have to bear in mind the links woven
with leading figures of Kuchma’s regime, as Volodyinytvyn that would further hamper a

working entente between Viktor Yushenko and Yuljenbshenko in the first months of 2005.

As what regards Viktor Yushenko’'s presidency, we di&ide her in three parts: a first one,
from January to September 2005, features Yulia Bjmoko’s first government. This
government ended up crumbling under the weightcoifrenious opposition between her and
the president. Heavy disagreements regarding tbeesof projected privatizations and an
increasingly bad relationship between Yulia Tymadfteand Petro Poroshenko, nominated by
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the president to the post of Head of the Secunty @efense Council and widely credited with
corruption, along with Yushenko’s obstruction in nyajudicial investigations against
personalities involved in Kuchma’s corrupt systefmrube, made it impossible to sustain the

orange coalition. In the end, Yushenko decidedsmss Tymosheno as prime minister.

After a short transitional government headed byi Y@khanurov, starts the second part of the
presidency, arguably the stormiest from the figtipmentary elections of March 2006 to the
early elections of October 2007. The orange coaliproves after lengthy discussions unable to
form a new government and Viktor Yanukovich endsregeiving the support of the Socialist

Party to his Party of Regions to head a new govenim

In the third part Tymoshenko returns as the primeister and heads a new government from
December 2007 to March 2010. During this time, lsh®to cope with the opposition not only of
the Party of Regions, but of the president, exttgraepopular among his early supporters and
who had now turned into her most bitter enemy. Tdmss$ part is characterized by the worsening
of the economy in the wake of the world financiakis and the worst ever energy crisis with

Russia in January 2009 stemming from disagreenmmeg&sding the pricing of supplies.

Considering the whole presidency and her bitter, éntés sensible to regard Tymoshenko’s
opposition to Yushenko’s “dangerous liaisons” vatigarchs and early allies of Kuchma as the
main reason for the tearing apart of the early sfijpmal alliance. A coalition hailing
exclusively from the civil society might have bdéter not to fall into the trap of dependence on
opportunistic interests whose origin was the veryime the opposition rose to fight. However
we must acknowledge that many of the disagreememnght have happened anyway. The
opposed economic recipes advocated by Yushenkop3lyemko and the Socialist leaders might
have happened the same way between members ofitb@pasving their origin exclusively to
the civil society. Such leaders might have beeralyuaivided in more moderate and radical
wings and been confronted with the same dilemmasadfing to deal with an unclear
institutional division of competences between theesmlential and the government’s
administration. It must also be acknowledged thahsactors might have also inherited the same
clientelistic and corrupt nature of their enemiegrewithout having had to deal with them.

Although very plausible, the counterfactual thusraa be fully supported.

However, rather than considering the reasons frfdallure of the orange revolution and rather
than pointing to oligarchic interests as the maiplanation of that failure, the objective of this

article is other. Having found supporting detadsctaim that the elite division was a necessary
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factor for the final outcome that led to Viktor Yaenko’s victory, we need to draw from it some
lessons that could be applied to the prospectsenfodracy now that Viktor Yanukovich has
been elected president.

3. Yanukovich's presidency and the prospects for d@cracy in Ukraine

The presidential elections of 2010 bore witnesthefstate of decay that the orange coalition had
reached. Rumors about a possible alliance betwemsmenko and Yanukovich (Eurasia Daily
Monitor, January 5, 2010) and the desperate attelmpthe former to make in into the second
round supporting candidates like Arsenyi Yatsentbkt would undermine Tymoshenko’s
candidacy (the use of “technical candidates” wegertheless used by every candidate. Hale
2010a: 88-89), are some examples of how low theo™hef the Orange Revolution had fallen
and how far he stood from the principles he hadrevatiegiance to. Yushenko could now be
easily associated to the opportunistic methodsacharistic of the times of Kuchma. The bad
news for the ideals of the Orange Revolution wheg &fter a legacy of political and economic
disorder, neither Tymoshenko, who had absorbed ofdke previous support for Yushenko and
contested the presidency to Yanukovich in the seamund, was able to beat him in fair
elections (Herron 2010b: 764). The new presiderg imaugurated on the ®3-ebruary 2010.
For the most ardent supporters of the Orange Ragnlut must have seemed as a cruel irony of
destiny that the official candidate to succeed Kuoahin 2004, finally came to be fairly elected

five years later.

The first steps taken by the new president do erad khemselves to optimism in what concerns
democratic consolidation in Ukraine. Yanukovich hesriented his diplomacy closer to Russia
but has not closed the door to European integratitowever, democratic practices, which
consolidated, even in a very imperfect way undeshémko, seem to be under attack: one of the
first steps taken by the new president was to faceeinterpretation of the Constitutional
Tribunal of the imperative mandate. This reintetgien allowed for many candidates from the
opposition to join a new majority built on the Baof Regions. Thus Yulia Tymoshenko lost the
approval of the parliament which lent its suppormMykola Azarov from the Party of Regions. A
later but even more significant move, undertakerthgyConstitutional Tribunal under the sway
of the new president, was to declare the 2004 dgreferms as unconstitutional, which in fact
reinstated the 1996 constitution and gave Viktonavich all the powers Leonid Kuchma had

enjoyed. Meanwhile, the government led by Mykolaak counts in his ranks many
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personalities linked to corruption and oligarchenir the region of Donetks (Eurasia Daily
Monitor, 29 de marzo 2010). This new governmensthears ill for the prospects of democracy
in Ukraine. Actually the results of the local eleats of October 2010 might lead us to suspect
that the new presidency could go beyond the sethieaitarian methods of Kuchma and get

closer to outright Putin style authoritarianism.

A most disquieting signal of the new times to cotaene with the local elections of October
2010, which initially scheduled for May 30, weré¢elapostponed. A new electoral law was then
approved that closed the elections to those paxigistered later than a year before. This clearly
undemaocratic provision was fortunately removed. €leetion method to the city councils was
modified: starting from the approval of the new Jame half of the city councilors was to be
elected proportionally in electoral lists, wheréas rest would be elected in uninominal districts
by majority suffrage. Tymoshenko’s party “Batkivsdii could not participate in many of the
districts due to “anomalies” in the new electoall] As a result of these changes, the Party of
regions managed to win in most of the regions ($aveéhe West) and to hold the majority in

two thirds of the city councils.

The situation nowadays in Ukraine is not very falobe to the current government led by
Mykola Azarov, as a string of unpopular measunegairticular in the field of the economy, has
undermined his support. However it is hard to codelthat this imperils the stability of the

current presidency. If something seems to diststgtiie current presidency to that of Kuchma is
that whereas the latter found support in looselwarsdable coalitions where every important clan
was represented, the former draws her support ynforh one single clan hailing from Donetsk,
where corruption and organized crime are rampadhtvénich is hardly representative of the rest
of the country. Such a homogenous base for sugpaoitti be fatal if no counterbalances came
from opposing social sectors or regions and woudsiepthe way for a more authoritarian
evolution of a system which can arguably alreadycbaracterized as semi-authoritarian.
Compared to Kuchma’'s presidency, these counterdsdamardly exist within the ruling

coalition. As for external counterbalances, thadiadl process open against Yulia Tymoshenko
and which arguably responds to political reasohsyws an administration ready to neutralize
personalities that could easily become the rallypogt for a solid opposition by any means

possible.

Given these perspectives, it is time for us to tiarnhe set of questions we started with at the

very beginning: Is Yanukovich’s Ukraine a parenighésthe process of democratization, or was
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Yushenko on the contrary the exception and mayleeldst occasion to put an end to an
unstoppable process of autocratic consolidation® nsaybe on the contrary that Ukraine will
remain mired in semi-authoritarianism and swingkbaed forth between alternative democratic
and authoritarian extremes? When Michael McFautattarized Ukraine as semi-authoritarian
regime, he seemed to suggest a positive answdriddatter question (McFaul 2002). Certain
structural factors indeed seem to support therlattenario. The regional factor, characterized by
a division between East and West, where a pro-Rassntiment faces a genuinely Ukrainian
national identity (the central regions represemiwech richer amalgam of “grey tonalities” that
allow competition between the two antagonistic pple arguably the strongest factor preventing
the takeover by one single party or bloc of part@sAnieri 2001b: 30-32)° Paul DAnieri
(D"Anieri 2001b) cites other additional factors tthieould arguably make such a consolidation
difficult: the plurality of clans in the economiector, the predatory rentism in the energy séctor
and the corruption and lack of discipline withiretBecurity services (SBU). However, it is
precisely in the economic sector, split in diffdrelans, that we can find a factor that may prove
capital in the years to come: will the pluralismctdns prevail?

The presence of many oligarchs in the ranks of @range Revolution in 2004 (Petro
Poroshenko, Oleksandr Zinchenko and the initiadiyid but later decisive support of Kiev’'s
mayor, Olexandr Omelchenko), the neutrality of kelgyers from Kuchma’s coalition as
Volodymir Lytvyn and Viktor Pinchuk (who was alreadbandoning politics), the support of
important technocrats as the ex-prime minister Wal€inakh or the future prime minister Yurii
Yekhanurov and the active support of civil sociatfivists, mainly politically minded students
and middle class citizens who rallied with the ogpon led protests (Lane 2008: 536) lent the
revolutionary process a formidable force. Howeveme have seen so far, the division of the
elites is a factor without which it is hardly pdssi to imagine how the opposition would have
succeeded. If this division of elites as it hapgeme 2004, when a combination of dissident
businessmen hailing from rival clans based in Kaed Dnipropetrovsk, will not happen in the
future, namely if no serious counterbalance wilse&ny longer to an almighty Donetsk clan, we
must wonder whether a repeat of the Orange Rewolugi possible. In contrast to Kuchma'’s rule,
we hardly see now the subtle balance that once tesspdevail. The clan of Kiev, always the

® See Way 2005a for an argumentation in favor obimering the national factor as the biggest couveght

against authoritarianism. According to the autlhat tvould have contributed to the triumph of “denamy by
default” in countries like Moldova and Ukraine, wbas countries like Belarus and Russia, wheredtienal

sentiment is either very weak (Belarus) or homogsr({®ussia) and can hardly be turned into a vextanti-
incumbent protests, turned towards authoritarianism

" See the detailed work of Margarita Balmaceda: Batda 2008b.
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weakest of all, no longer keeps a presence indnement through its unpopular SDPU (Social
Democratic Party of Ukraine), whereas the clan afpibpetrovsk, who once had in Viktor
Pinchuk and his still thriving group “Interpipe’l@ading figure that even translated in the small
PT (Labor Party), seems now to be less involvegddiitics. If this situation remains, the only
counterbalance available would have to come exailysirom the citizens. Is the appearance of
middle class based parties relying not on big otiga but on small entrepreneurs for financing
powerful enough as to challenge authoritarianisndbés not seem very likely. Ukraine had to
wait for a popular technocrat like Viktor Yushenko be dismissed by Kuchma for the
opposition to become a real alternative. This seeomsistent with a survey on public opinion
published by Anna Fournier (D Anieri 2010a). Thethau shows that in many respects,
protesters supporting the Orange Revolution repredihe Soviet political mentality of reliance
on leadership as the solution for political andregoic woes. It makes sense that instead of self-
organizing themselves, many citizens threw their uath the Revolution once a reliable
technocrat joined her ranks. This hardly fits itttie concept commonly held of a dynamic civil
society.

Scarce divisions within the elites compounded byeak civil society are negative factors if
democracy must withstand the next challenge aR@i& parliamentary elections. The electoral
law that is finally chosen for these elections milgave either amplifying or minimizing effects.
The law currently in force that ruled both in 20&&d 2007 elections clearly reinforced parties
(there are only five parties in the current RadajHe way of eliminating uninominal distriéts
This law at its present stage however could haeeutiwanted effect of closing the doors to
competing clans that relied on these districtslitaio representation in the Rada. The clan of
Donetsk, far from needing the presence of uninohdrsricts to get his representatives elected,
performs very well in party lists where they congpetith the strongest party, the Party of
Regions. As it has a steady base in the strongbbl®onetsk and has also absorbed the
Communist Party which once held sway in the indal&ted Eastern regions, the Party of
Regions is indeed a powerful tool for the curreatdership in power. If the authoritarian bend of

Azarov’s government does not subside and the dutegnpaign of harassment of the weakened

8 The parliamentary elections of 2002 are a goodheie Yushenko's coalition managed to win arouna tiirds
of the seats elected through party-lists. Howelachma's coalition, although clearly unpopular,ldazompensate
her losses through gains in seats determined throngpominal districts. These gains were “perfetthdbugh
bribing of representatives from the opposition.sTlatter recourse however, would have surely beemtavail if so
many pro-Kuchma allies could not have “sneakedlimdugh uninominal districts.
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opposition continuéswe could be witnessing the evolution of Yanukbigcpresidency into an
authoritarian regime more akin to what prevailsPintin’s (and Medvedev’s) Russia, limited
however by the big regional and identity dividettblaaracterizes Ukraine .

4. Conclusions

The objective of this article is very modest asfa@is on one single case, Ukraine, from which
it is hard to draw generalizations. Daring to swjgaredictions based on features the new
presidency of Yanukovich has started to display whath cannot yet be proved is still harder.

To state which, whether Yushenko’s or Yanukovighresidency, was the one which strayed
herself from a pattern of authoritarianism or deratization, or whether both are but alternative

phases of a semi-authoritarian regime, cannot be,da least until this presidency is over.

However, this article provides data based on theernswe existing literature and diverse
analyses made on the Orange Revolution, which expiliee beginnings, development and
eventual decay of the most serious attempt at dextibation undergone so far in Ukraine. |
draw an interpretation that in my opinion can cimite to the debate about democratization and

authoritarianism in Ukraine.

The theoretical introduction which opened the &tisummed up the main points of the
agency/structure debate that developed in sear@xmfnations to the Color Revolutions and
the Orange Revolution in particular. The “agencyosd” identifies endogenous actors (NGOs,
civil associations, student organizations and gtogroups) emulating successful and novel
techniques to uncover fraud (extensive use of nolence, control of electoral procedures,
alternative polls, diffusion of propaganda througkernet and extensive use of humor and
entertainment as channels thereof) which therefdreduce an exogenous element, sufficient in
combination with other factors to trigger changehe status quo. The “structure school” on the
contrary only identifies endogenous elements, is ¢hse, elites and their level of cohesion and
readiness to apply violent repression to a cergxitent, as being the necessary factor for a
change in the status quo to come about in whabeaseen as a more deterministic interpretation

of events.

° Some authors maintain that once their hold wasaatated, oligarchs would favor a normalizatiortteir
position, supporting the empire of law and the @toic integration into the European Union, adoptimgs her
standards of governance (Aslund 2005b, Heiko PéegmeBester-Dilgers 2009a e Melnykovska y Schweickt
2008). However, Yanukovich’s presidency hardly paske test in that respect and rather seemsrirstating
the older patterns of corruption (see for exampleéasia Daily Monitor. June 7, 2010).
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This theoretic discussion has been related to thecrgptive part devoted to the Orange
Revolution. After having discussed that groundbreglevent in the recent history of Ukraine, |
have found elements that would support the impogaof the structural theses and the singling
out of the cohesion of elites as the most detemtifector. The importance of providing such
interpretation of the Orange Revolution as the owie of a breakdown in cohesion within the
ruling (political and economic) elites does notd much in the possibility of understanding its
eventual decay as a consequence too of the linksalies and the readiness to reach “unnatural”
agreements with former rivals. The importance ilethe possibility of linking the solidity of the
current presidency with the current level of cobesdf the elites. This should provide us with
tools to understand how likely, is authoritarianitorbe challenged in the next years. The three
main clans, Kiev, Dnipropetrovsk and Donetsk heléys under a complex balance during the
time of Kuchma’s presidency. However, the first v weakest among the three of them do
not seem either to have held their turf throughhéamko’s presidency with the same strength as
they used to, or at least to have been able tglagntheir economic weight into political power.
The refusal of so many of these oligarchs and othembers of Kuchma’'s camp to accept
Yanukovich as the anointed candidate arguably godeng way to explain the fact that
Yushenko garnered so much support for his candiddayow on the contrary, most of the
economic class ends up orbiting around the ParfRexfions and the strongest of all clans, the
clan of Donetsk, the door to a split that was sagike for the success of the Orange Revolution,
will be harder to open for a prospective repeattt@ phenomenon in the next years. If
Yanukovich’s presidency therefore, opts to conatdican authoritarian style of rule, it is fair to
suggest that the chances for democracy in Ukrailtd&bleaker under this new challenge than
under Kuchma’s challenge, unless civil societyhferrtstrengthens and is able to stand up by
herself, something that might seem nowadays eveateharhis article suggests this perspective
and reinforces the belief that the factor of eliigision is worth researching as a variable

explaining the bigger or lesser chances democrasydiconsolidate in Ukraine.
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