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Since the announcement of the “Declaration on the
state sovereignty of USSR” by the Supreme Council of
the Ukrainian Socialistic Soviet Republic on the 16™
July 1990, Ukraine has been following the path lead-
ing towards independence. The document transformed
Ukraine into a subject of international law. Although,
during the referendum held on the 17" March 1991,
initiated by the head of the Soviet state Mikhail Gor-
bachev, over 70% of Ukrainian citizens voted in favour
of the existence of the Soviet Union, there was no will
to defend the collapsing empire amongst Ukrainian
elites, including the communist ones'. The percentage
of the supporters of the USSR was anyway much higher
than in other republics?.

The project of The Union of Sovereign Soviet States
put forward in Kiev in June 1991 provoked mass dem-
onstrations of people who supported the full indepen-
dence of Ukraine. The project of The Union of Sover-
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poxy, hetp://www.siver.com.ua/news/1/2010-03-16-4006.
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eign Soviet States was establishing the would-be state
the only subject of international law, which was in op-
position to the “Declaration of the state independence
of the USSR™. The Supreme Council of Ukraine ac-
celerated the work on the construction of the sovereign
state institutions, establishing among the others the
post of the president of Ukraine®.

The inevitable conflict between Moscow and Kiev
was prevented by the events in Moscow between the
19% and 21 August 1991, and the attempt to over-
throw Gorbachev by the State Committee of the State
of Emergency of the USSR. The Moscow coup detat,
which was to protect the USSR from collapsing, had
in fact led the announcement of independence of the
republic by the Supreme Council of Ukraine’. Also
the communist majority in the parliament voted in fa-
vour of this decision®. The decided pro-independence
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attitude brought immense popularity to the chairman
of the Supreme Council, the former secretary of the
Central Comity of the Communist Party of Ukraine,
Leonid Kravchuk’. The former ideologist of the party
supported the national movement, which he had been
fighting against no so long before®.

On the 24™ August 1991, 346 MPs voted in favour
of independence, whereas only four were against. The
first decision made by the parliament of independent
Ukraine was to subordinate all the military units on the
area of the republic and establishing the Ministry of the
Defense of Ukraine’. These actions were rational, since
a couple of days later Russia, in the speech made by the
vice president Alexander Rutskoy, reserved the right to
revise the state borders in case the USSR collapsed. It
concerned the territories annexed by the USSR between
1919 and 1954, namely the Donbas area and Crimea.

The resolution of the Supreme Council of Ukraine
from the 24™ August 1991 provided for the appeal to
the public by the means of referendum. It was set for
the 1 December 1991". Over 90% of participants
supported the decision of MPs concerning the indepen-
dence''.

Simultaneously with the referendum, the elections
of the first president of independent Ukraine took
place. Leonid Kravchuk, supported by the nomencla-
ture and the whole post-communist camp, won in the
first round'?. Soon he achieved a great diplomatic suc-
cess. On the 8" December in the residence of the Be-
larusian government in Viskuli, Leonid Kravchuk, the
president of Russia Boris Yeltsin, and the chairman of
the Supreme Council of Belarus, Stanislav Shushkev-
ich, signed the document terminating the USSR and
establishing a new union agreement, open for other
post-Soviet republics with a meaningful name — Com-
monwealth of Independent States (CIS).
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8 T. Snyder, Rekonstrukcja narodéw. Polska, Ukraina, Lit-
wa, Biatorus 1569-1999, Sejny 2009, p. 275.

2 T. KacpsiHOB, Yrpaina 1991-2007. Hapucu nosimuvoi
icmpoii, Kiiv 2008, p. 30.

0 Axm npozoromenns nesarexncrocmi Yipainu. 24 cepnus
1991, http://www.archives.gov.ua/Sections/Nezalezhnist/D-
files-4.php?15.

11 84% of those entitled to vote participated: Pesyssma-
mu Ta Iemopuune Snauenns Beeyxpaincoxozo Pepependymy 1
Tpyous 1991 P. Bubopu ITpesudenma YVpainu, http://histua.
com/istoriya-ukraini/ukraina-v-umovax-nezalejnosti/vseu-
krainskij-referendum-vibori-prezidenta.

2 Pegpependym 1 2pydns 1991 poxy it 6ubopu Ilpesudenma
Yipainu, http://www.historyvn.ua/book/ukrzno/163.html.

The results of arrangements made in Viskuli were
treated in Ukraine as an act liberating Ukraine from
any connections with Russia. “The document signed
by him, as Leonid Kuchma pointed out, not only an-
nulled the union settlement from 1922. It also invali-
dated all the legal documents (in historical meaning)
binding Ukraine with Russia, starting with the Treaty
of Pereiaslav”". Borys Tarasyuk, many-time minister
of foreign affairs, referring to the events at the end of
1991, stated that it was already then that Ukraine had
made a European choice. He ascribed the appearing of
the new political situation in the Eastern Europe main-
ly to Ukrainian elites™.

Since the collapse of the USSR the separatist tenden-
cies of the areas inhabited by Russian-language groups
have been the problem in Ukrainian — Russian rela-
tions. It referred particularly to Crimea, Donbas, and
the territories on the Black Sea with the administrative
and political centre in Odessa. The case of Crimea was
especially sore since there was a large base of the Soviet
navy. After the collapse of the USSR the Black Sea fleet
formally belonged to CIS, yet actually it was overtaken
by Russia, which had no intention to give up its bases
on the Black Sea. The Russian parliament forwarded
concern referring to the state affiliation of the whole of
Crimea, emphasizing that passing it over to Ukraine
in 1954 was a breach of the Soviet legislation at that
time®.

In 1990, as a result of the announcement of the
“Declaration on the sovereignty of the USSR”, Repub-
lican Crimea Movement came into existence that de-
manded granting the peninsula with the status of an
autonomous republic. The local district authorities as
well as the Crimean organization of the Communist
Part of the Soviet Union supported the demand of the
Movement. In January 1991 in a special referendum
organized by the authorities of the Crimea oblast over
93% of inhabitants voted for establishing the Crimean
Socialist Soviet Republic within the USSR, i.e. for leav-
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ing Ukraine'. The result of the referendum was explicit
and the authorities of Soviet Ukraine treated it really
seriously. In February the Supreme Council in Kiev ap-
pointed the Crimean Autonomous Socialist Soviet Re-
public within Ukraine". It did not solve any problems,
since the inhabitants of the peninsula demanded pre-
serving the connection with Russia, and not Ukraine.

In September 1991, after Ukraine had announced
its independence, the Supreme Council of the Crimean
Autonomous Socialist Soviet Republic accepted the
“Declaration on the state sovereignty of Crimea” and
changed the name of postulated state into the Republic
of Crimea'®. In reaction to the bill of the Ukrainian
parliament on the “Status of the Autonomous Repub-
lic of Crimea” from the 29" April 1992 the Supreme
Council in Simferopol passed a bill on the “Announc-
ing the state sovereignty of the Republic of Crimea”,
and on the 6™ May passed the Constitution of the
Crimea Republic”. Russian was established an official
language on the peninsula.

Although no Ukrainian authority recognized the
independence of Crimea, the danger of losing the part
of its territory was real. Kiev was willing to accept a
wide autonomy, however only within Ukrainian bor-
ders. President Kravchuk was making attempts to solve
the problem by political means. These moves were get-
ting easier due to the return of the Tatars, who had
been transported to Russia after the Second World War,
after being accused by Stalin’s regime of collaboration
with the Germans. They got the support of the highest
Ukrainian authorities, which treated Tatars as a factor

balancing the Russian influence?. The fate of Crimea
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depended, however, on the range of assistance that the
Russian Federation provided separatists with and its ap-
titude to risk starting the conflict with Ukraine.

In September 1993 the first round of presidential
elections was held in Crimea. Amongst many can-
didates only two counted, Nikolai Bagrov and Yuriy
Meshkov. The first one represented the old Soviet no-
menclature and was inclined toward being the presi-
dent of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea as well
as accepted the Ukrainian statehood?. Meshkov, the
leader of the Republican Party of Crimea, supported
by the block of parties and organizations “Russia”, was
in favour of an independent Crimean state allied with
Russia or even a part the Federation?’. In accordance
with the Constitution from the 6™ May 1992 he was
running for the position of the president of the Crimea
Republic. Meshkov won over the opponent with a large
winning margin (73%) in the second round, which
took place on the 4™ February 1994.

Soon after the elections Meshkov took steps to-
wards introducing Russian ruble as the state currency
in Crimea and suggested to the Russian authorities the
talks on the conditions of the integration with the Fed-
eration. Kiev had entirely lost control over the situation
on the peninsula, and president Kravchuk was to ex-
press the opinion that Ukraine forfeited Crimea®.

It turned out, however, that Russia had no inten-
tion of supporting the president of Crimea or Russian
organizations in their attempts aiming at its separation
from Ukraine*. Russia’s strategy was to keep the whole
Ukraine within its influence zone. The separation of
Crimea would have ruined these plans. Among Crime-
an politicians there appeared a difference of opinions,
which the authorities of Ukraine took the advantage
of®. In the summer of 1994 the next presidential elec-
tion took place, which was won by Leonid Kuchma,
a representative of the post-Soviet nomenclature in fa-
vour of close relations with Russia. The newly elect-

ed president started negotiations with representatives
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of the Supreme Council of the Crimea Republic. He
won over the majority with political promises so that it
voted for the liquidation of the post of the president of
Crimea’. Within a year the authorities of Ukraine did
actually eliminate all the attributes of the political in-
dependence of Crimea and imposed the legislation that
was to be in force in the whole of the country.

The first term of Leonid Kuchma lasted while Rus-
sia and Belarus were signing integration agreements,
which was crowned with establishing the union State.?”
Moscow and Minsk were appealing to Kiev to join in
building up the alliance of post-Soviet Slavic states. The
three countries had a lot in common: culture, language,
decades of Soviet statehood, economic ties, and similar
views of post-communist nomenclature on the reality.
They were the basis for Russia to rebuilt common po-
litical, economic, and defense space. It had Belarus at
its side. Ukraine, on the other hand, was willing only
to cooperate on economic grounds, and as a sovereign
state. It was consistent in refusing to take part in any
formal political and military alliances in which Russia
participated.

The influence of Russia in Ukraine was, however,
stronger, than suggested in numerous declarations made
by Ukrainian politicians and intellectuals. Russian fac-
tor was not limited to business or activities of Russia
itself. The post-Soviet Ukrainian elites were driven by
the illusion of Russia as the last resort in solving all the
problems. They craved for independence, yet wanted to
grant Russia possibility to fix Ukrainian policy in case
it led to some economic, social, or civilization disaster.

The supporters of close cooperation with Russia em-
phasized the effects of Russian — Ukrainian co-oper-
ation in the past decades. In Ukraine everything that
had over-time or universal value or placed Ukraine in
the world lead had been made with the participation of
the Russian factor. They pointed out to the scientific
achievements in the aviation and military industry?.
The subject of normalizing relations with Russia had

been an issue of continuous public debates and ideolog-

26 1. Vianenko, O npusunax passoziacuti Pycckux opeanti-
sayuti 6 Kpeuy, hetp://sevkrimrus.narod.ru/texstes/malenev.
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pp- 62 - 82.
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Humu fyndamenm cmpameziynozo napmuepemsa, ed. FO.A. Ae-

Berenp, Kiiv 2008, pp. 194 — 195.

ical arguments since Ukraine acquired independence®.

However, the state leaders of Ukraine applied dif-
ferent logics in their policy towards Russia than the
majority of the political elites. It resulted from the posi-
tion they were holding. Regardless their views before,
presidents Kravchuk and Kuchma, after taking over
the highest post had become the guardians of the in-
stitutions of the independent state®”. The range of the
Ukraine sovereignty conditioned the political position
of the president. It was a natural reaction of each head
of the independent Ukrainian state to pursue the rela-
tions with Russia on equal terms.

The beginning of the presidency of Leonid Kuchma
was the time of making intense efforts to normalize
the relations with Russia. Kuchma was successful in
the presidential elections of 1994 expressing the sup-
port for closer relations with Russia. He was consistent,
however at the same time he placed above the national
interest of Ukraine in relations with its northern neigh-
bour®. On the 21 October 1994 in Moscow, during
the first meeting of Leonid Kuchma as the Ukrainian
president with Boris Yeltsin, they agreed on the need
on working on a treaty regulating the whole of rela-
tions between the states®?. It was assumed that this text
would be agreed upon within a couple of months, how-
ever the significance of contradictory interests was so
large that the treaty was signed in May of 1997.

The issues of dividing the Black Sea fleet and con-
ditions of the Russian navy stationing in Sevastopol
were one of the hardest topics. So was the problem of
the Ukrainian debt for energetic resources, which was
increasing systematically. Another issue were the assets
and liabilities of the former USSR beyond its borders. It
was both about the division of the debt as well as prop-
erties. Russia demanded applying so called “zero vari-
ant”, i.e. itself in the role of a sole heir of the USSR with
the right for all the assets and liabilities to pay the dues
of the collapsed empire. At first, the Ukrainian agreed

on such a solution, however, they soon realized that the

¥ IT. Caineus, Acumempis cyvacnozo csimonopsxy sx Komn-
mexcm 63aemosionocmu Yipainu ma Pocii [in:] Yipaina ma Po-
Ci5: 9K 3miyHum..., p. 206.

3 O. Aeprauos, [Iposidui yxpaincoxi nosimuuni axmopu
8 nowyxax napaduemu cmocynxis i3 Pocierw [in:] Yipaina ma Po-
Ci5: 9K 3MiyHUM. .., P. 260.

3t A. Kyuma, 3sepenns Ipesudenma YVipainu do Bepxosnoi
Padu Yipainu 4 xeimus 1995 p., Tosoc Yipainy, 6.04.1995.

32 A. 3acuko, Junsomamus u nosuwmuxa. Yepauna 8 npo-
yecce OUHAMUAHBIX 2€0N0IUMULECKUNX nepemet, Har'kov 2004,

p. 430.
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assets of the USSR abroad were much higher than its
foreign debts. They made futile efforts to invalidate the
previous agreement concerning this issue that had been
made in December 1994%. The creditors of the USSR
strongly supported the Russian option. The state trea-
sury of Ukraine was completely empty and there was
no question of it paying the financial liabilities of the
fallen empire.

During the preparatory works on the treaty the sug-
gestion of the double citizenship for the Russians liv-
ing in Ukraine and the Ukrainians living in Russia was
a long discussed topic. In case of Ukraine it was about
the status of about 20% of its citizens. Therefore it can
be considered to be a success of the Ukrainian authori-
ties that it debarred the entry on double citizenship in
the treaty™.

Russia agreed on preserving the already existing bor-
ders, at the same time presenting its willingness for the
definite surrendering of any territorial claims, however
it demanded completing the agreement on the Black
Sea fleet and its bases in Sevastopol before signing the
treaty. On the 9" June 1995 Kuchma and Yeltsin signed
in Sochi the agreement on dividing the Fleet, according
to which Russia acquired 81,7% of all the warships on
the Black Sea, whereas Ukraine 18,3%%.

On 28" May 1997 an intergovernmental agreement
was signed that stated the status of the Russian troops
on the Ukrainian territory®®. It determined the rules of
dislocation of military units, obliged the Russian au-
thorities to inform Ukrainian government on planned
nominations of commanders, forbidden Russia to be
in possession of nuclear weapons on the ships station-
ing on the territorial waters of Ukraine. Russian army
was to respect the sovereignty of Ukraine and withhold
any actions that were against the Ukrainian legislation.
Any moves of Russian ships or planes were to be agreed
upon with the suitable representatives of Ukrainian au-
thorities. The agreement was supposed to become valid
on 6™ July 1999, but be in power for 20 years from

3 Ihidem, pp. 432-437.

3% T. Olszanski, Ukraina wobec Rosji: stosunki dwustronne
i ich uwarunkowania [Ukraine Towards Russia, Bilateral Rela-
tions and Their Conditions), Prace OSW, Warszawa 2001, p. 7.

3 Yxpaina ma Pocis y cucmemn micnapodnux idnocun:
cmpameziuna nepcnemusa, ed.B.O. ITapaxonsckwmit, Kiiv 2001,
p. 102.

3¢ Yz00a minc Yipainorw i Pociticoxoro Dedepayicio npo cma-
myc ma ymosu nepebysanus opromopcoxozo gaomy Pociticoroi
Dedepayii na mepumopii Yipainu, http://zakon.rada.gov.ua/
cgi-bin/laws/main.cgi?nreg=643_076.

the moment it was signed, which meant till 2017. Every
year Russia paid almost 98 million dollars for the lease
of the bases around Sevastopol®.

On the 31* May 1997 presidents Kuchma and Yelt-
sin signed in Kiev the “Treaty on friendship, coopera-
tion and partnership between Ukraine and the Rus-
sian Federation”, which had been negotiated for long
time*. Both sides assured on mutual respect towards
the territorial integrity and inviolability of borders (art.
2). The document included obligations of the sides for
the peaceful problem solving, not using aggression or
threatening with its use, including economic pressure,
in order to force the concession of the partner (art. 3).
Being aware of their dependence on the Russian sup-
plies of resources, the Ukrainians acquired a treaty
guarantee that the partner would not take advantage of
it. From the Russia’s interests perspective it was article
6 that was of significance, in which the sides were
obliged to withhold from any actions or support for
such, if they were against the other state signing the
Treaty. Ukraine and Russia gave each other also guar-
antees that they would not sign any agreements with
third parties against their partner, as well as they would
not let their territories be used against their partner’s
safety.

While in Kiev the Russian — Ukrainian Treaty was
being signed, the head of the Ukrainian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs Hennadiy Udovenko was signing in
Portugal the “Charter on the Individual Membership
in NATO”¥. In 1997 it had already been clear that the
North Atlantic Treaty would be expanded eastwards
and would be nearby Ukraine. The perspective of mak-
ing a buffer zone between NATO and Russia made
president Kuchma take the decision on settling the re-
lations with the Treaty in such a way that the western
border of Ukraine would not become the new division
line in Europe®.

In relations between Russia and Ukraine there were
still unsolved problems like: energetic and resource de-

pendence of Ukraine on Russia, the increasing debts

37 Yupaina ma Pocis y cucmemu...,p. 103,
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Ukraina w stosunkach migdzynarodowych [Ukraine in Interna-
tional Relations], ed. M. Pietras, T. Kapusniak, Lublin 2007,
p- 183.
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of Ukraine for the supplied resources, submission of
technological cooperation of military and industrial
complexes of both states to the interests of the Russian
Federation, Russia’s pursuit to take control over the
transmission and energetic infrastructure of Ukraine,
the existence of the immense grey economy in the area
of the economic cooperation of both states*'. However,
the importance of these issues had not been noticed by
either of the presidents treating them as merely techni-
cal ones.

Russia was the largest trade partner of Ukraine.
Around a third of exchange with foreign markets fell
on Russia. In 1997 the record level of turnover, 11.6 bil-
lion dollars, had been noted. It is true that the financial
crisis in Russia resulted in crushing down of commerce
during the next two years, however it was already in
2000 the exchange had reached the level from 19974.
Raw resources made approximately 63% of value in the
structure of Russian export to Ukraine®®. The fact that
there was no diversification of the supply of energetic
resources made their purchase from Russia or via it
from Central Asia inevitable. Prices on the Ukrainian
market were a bit higher than in Russia, which was dis-
approved of by Ukrainian elites. The Ukrainians craved
for sovereignty, yet they found it hard to accept the fact
that Moscow treated Ukraine as a state, which has to
take the consequences of its independence, and its citi-
zens had to pay more for gas than the Russians.

On the 22" December 2003 Russian — Ukrainian
Forum of Business and Banking was held in Moscow
with the participation of presidents Leonid Kuchma
and Wladimir Putin. Russia granted a loan of 1.25
billion dollars to Ukraine to pay off the debts for gas
supplies*’. However, the results of bilateral agreement
on the further cooperation were of greater significance.
Common innovation and technology centres were set
up, which were to conduct research on production of
medicines, medical equipment, biotechnology, ge-
netic engineering, and biochemical analysis®. Russia
involved enormous financial means into the research
and implementation of the latest technology and made
them available for Ukrainian specialists. It was a broad
offer, which was to convince the Ukrainian partner

that the integration in Euro-Asian area had sense.

4 Thidem.

2 Yipaina ma Pocis y cucmemu..., pp. 111-112.

 Ibidem, pp. 113.

“ [Ipesudenm Yipainu A. Kyuma 6idsidas Pociticoxy Dede-
payirn, CBobopa, nr 52, 29.12.2000.

4 Yipaina ma Pociz y cucmenn..., p. 128.

On the turn of centuries 270 Ukrainian enterprises
of so called industrial — defense complex cooperated
with 244 Russian weapons companies. Completion of
particular types of weapons required supplies of sev-
en thousand elements and components from Ukraine
to Russia and around eight thousand from Russia to
Ukraine. The aerospace industry of Ukraine got almost
70% of components and 95% of materials and resources
from Russia. The majority of Russian military helicop-
ters and transport planes were equipped in Ukrainian
engines. The most active cooperation between the states
was in the field of space rockets. Placing joint telecom-
munication satellites on orbit enabling the construction
of the state-of-art radiolocation systems was also associ-
ated with defense®.

The range of Ukrainian — Russian military coop-
eration indicated very high level of co-dependence and
mutual trust of the both sides. In this context the proj-
ects on integration with NATO suggested by a part of
the political class in power in Ukraine looked more like
either a bargaining card in the relations with Russia or,
on the other hand, the lack of knowledge on the real
state of Ukrainian — Russian relations.

The most significant aspect of co-dependence of
Ukraine and Russia was connected with supply and
transit of gas. Ukraine was one of the most important
receivers of Russian gas. At the beginning of the 1990s
it used 115 billion m? of this resource, by 2003 it had
reduced its demand to 69 billion, yet it still remained
an enormous sales market. Russia exported the majori-
ty of this resource via Ukraine to the Central and West-
ern Europe?. Although Ukraine could purchase gas for
lower price, it had enormous problems with payments
to Russia. Since gas transmission network belonged to
Ukraine when supplies were stopped due to the lack
of payment it meant stopping supplies for the custom-
ers from beyond the CIS. At the same time, Ukrainian

% Ibidem, pp. 129-130.

¥ According to Ukrainian sources, Russia transferred to
Western and Middle Europe via Ukraine 80% of its gas, “When
the gas pipelines were built none of the leaders of the USSR
could have dreamt in his scariest nightmares that the puppet
republics of those time would ever become independent states.
Yet, what happened, happened. The USSR got dismantled,
and although gas pipelines were working for the new states,
successors of the communist empire, as they had been before,
it required compromises, as well as sharing profits and loss”
-anonymous publicist was writing in magazine published by
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine: Jucxyis npo Cxio-
ny €spony miyc Banxysepom, bpruccenem i Buadusocmoxom, 3o-
BHimHi cipasy, 2008, nr 6, p. 13.
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oligarchs earned fortunes on trading and re-exporting
Russian gas to the West. According to specialists this
sector of Ukrainian economy was one of the most cor-
rupted®.

Russian monopolist in gas trade, Gasprom, was
aiming at taking over Ukrainian transmission systems.
The offers of purchasing stocks of its Ukrainian equiva-
lent, Ukrhazprom, were regularly rejected. The com-
pany brought enormous profits to clans and politicians
taking part in illegal overtaking of gas and selling it
to European markets. Russian trade with Ukraine as
well as other CIS states was less profitable than with the
European Union. Taking over Ukrainian transmission
installations would create opportunity for significant
increase of profits.

The problem of Ukrainian indebtedness for gas
and conditions of its transit to Europe were unsolved
in bilateral relations between the two states. Regardless
numerous declarations of the state leaders and signing
agreements on turnover of gas, the clash of interests of
Ukraine and Russia remained unchanged. Kiev did
not have sufficient means to pay for the resource even
with preferential treatment; Russia had to supply it to
Ukraine to be able to transmit it further to Europe.
Forcing payments by stopping supplies resulted in con-
tinent-wide perturbation and loosing by Russia cred-
ibility as a supplier.

The political crisis in Ukraine that broke out in
the autumn of 2000, as a consequence of the death of
a journalist, Georgiy Gongadze, and suspected con-
tracting the assassination by president Kuchma, led to
freezing contacts with the West on the highest level.
It fostered increasing the Russian influence in foreign
and internal policy of Ukraine. Kuchma’s role in this
crime was commented on quite moderately in Rus-
sia, and the new president of Russia, Wladimir Putin,
did not avoid meetings with Leonid Kuchma, unlike
western politicians. The former prime minister, Viktor
Chernomyrdin, was sent by Russia to Kiev to hold the
post of ambassador in May 2001. Moscow was creating
conditions to gain trust of Ukrainian authority elites
and their conviction that in hard times it was the only
reliable ally.

The attitude of Russian authorities caused positive
reactions of the Ukrainian governing group. A few doz-
en MPs of several fractions supporting the president,
with Dmytro Tabachnyk as their leader, initiated in
April 2001 a movement whose slogan was “To Europe

# T. Olszatiski, op. cit., p. 10.

with Russia”. This movement got support from the head
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine, Anatolij
Zlenko, in whose opinion common standpoint with
Russia concerning closer relations with Europe would
mean bigger likelihood of success than using opposing
interests between the East and West®.

Ukrainian authorities, ignored and isolated in Eu-
rope, wanted to integrate with the Union structures in
pace that would be correlated with the pro-European
course of Russia. The leader of this current, Dmytro
Tabachnyk, close to the political circle of the head of the
state, claimed that the main objective of both Ukraine
and Russia was the future accession to the European
Union™®. For both states it was to be preceded with the
standardization of their economies and dismantling
customs barriers. Russia and Ukraine could become
the members of the Union as an integrated economic
zone. At the same time other MPs and politicians close
to Kuchma expressed the need for the integration with
NATO.

The years between 2000 and 2004, despite some
incidents in bilateral relations, were the time of gen-
uine warming-up of Ukrainian — Russian relations.
Russia, however, had problems convincing Ukraine to
a new integration initiative called Common Economic
Area (CEA) with the participation of Russia, Belarus,
Ukraine and Kazakhstan. It was to be the space of free
movement of commerce, services, capital and manpow-
er. Formally it was not violating the rules of Ukrainian
— Russian relations set up in 1997. President Kuchma
and the majority of MPs agreed on such a form of inte-
gration provided it would be limited to economic mat-
ters, and would not comprise the ones connected with
policies and defense. In case of Ukraine, importing
energetic resources from Russia, dismantling customs
barriers was a solution looked forward to. The zone
of free trade was to be the goal in itself. Yet, from the
Kremlin perspective it was a means to political connec-
tion between Ukraine and Russia.

The year 2004 was in Ukraine the time of struggle
for the highest post of the state and the real power as-
sociated with it. During the election campaign for the
post of the president Russian authorities supported the
prime minister and the head of the Party of Regions,
Viktor Yanukovych, perceived as the one, who would
continue the policy of Kuchma. Best Kremlin special-

¥ A. 3aeHko, Auniomamus u nosumuxa..., p. 460.
30 K. Bonpapenxo, 3axaposani na cxid, http://postup.bra-
ma.com/010419/59 2 _3.html.
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ists of “political technologies” were sent to Kiev, and
president Putin personally supported Yanukovych’s
campaign’’. The victory of Viktor Yushchenko, sup-
ported by the United States and its European allies, was
a prestige defeat of Russia.

Knowing the weight of relations with Russia, espe-
cially for the economy of Ukraine, president Yushchen-
ko visited Russia as the first country during his presi-
dency on the 25" January 2005. Before he departed he
had appointed Yulia Tymoshenko the prime minister
of the Ukrainian government. Kremlin accused her of
corrupting Russian state officials and endangering Rus-
sia’s budget for multibillion losses. Unlike his predeces-
sor, Leonid Kuchma, the new president of Ukraine had
tried to make contacts with Russia as formal as pos-
sible*?. When it comes to bilateral dimension these were
to be relations between two equal subjects of interna-
tional law*. Pro-western rhetoric of Yushchenko left no
doubts that Ukraine had decided to limit the range of
cooperation with Russia at all possible levels.

At the beginning of his presidency Yushchenko
pointed out at the necessity of the rebirth of national
values®®. It was associated with the new historic policy,
which was inseparable feature was the confrontation of
the Ukrainian national mythology with the Russian
and Soviet mythology. The memory about millions of
victims of famine in the eastern Ukraine in the 1930s
was popularized both in the country and abroad. It was
interpreted as the intended crime of Moscow commit-
ted against the Ukrainian nation.

The second element of the national mythology,
which was to be rooted in the common memory of the
society, was the creation of the image of Ukrainian In-
surgent Army as a patriotic organization fighting dur-
ing the Second World War against two totalitarian sys-
tems, German fascism and Russian communism. The
fighters of UPA sentenced in Soviet period were reha-
bilitated®. Generally, the policy of historic memory was

to convince the Ukrainians that the centuries of neigh-
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bourhood with Russia had been the time of ceaseless
struggle for the independence of Ukraine, continually
threatened with the imperialism of Moscow leaders.

Ukraine most efficiently joined in the American
strategy of expanding “the zone of democracy and free-
dom”. Along with the American Ukrainian diplomats
would sign various declarations on supporting democ-
racy in Belarus or eliminating the separatist tendencies
in Transnistria region®®. It concerned the areas treated
by Russia as its influence zone.

Despite declarations made by Yushchenko on the
will to extend the cooperation with Russia, he had si-
multaneously signaled still unsolved problems, which
were finalized by his predecessor with agreements, the
issue of he Black Sea Fleet, the membership in CEA,
the presence of Russian business on the Ukrainian mar-
ket. During the first months after the power had been
taken over by “the orange”, all the structures of bilateral
dialogue either suspended their activity or were elimi-
nated”.

The range of issues requiring dialogue and agree-
ment was widening systematically, whereas the will of
the sides for compromise was shrinking. From the per-
spective of the Ukrainian authorities the most crucial
issues were the ones of immediate delimiting sea fron-
tier on the Black Sea, payments for the “temporary”
stationing of the Russian Black Sea Fleet on the terri-
tory of the Ukrainian state, agreement on Transnistria,
establishment of the joint gas consortium®.

Embitterment with Russia was also caused by the
ambitious plans of Ukraine to acquire the position of
“the regional leader, moderator of the process of secur-
ing democratic transformation and stabilization in the
region of the Black and Caspian Seas™. It was to be
achieved by the means of GUAM organization. At the
summit of the states constructing GUAM, the meet-
ing of presidents of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and
Moldavia, which was held in Kishinev on the 22" April
2005, Yushchenko took the role of a spokesman and
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leader of the regional association of the states®’. The
presidents of Poland, Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania,
as well as a representative of the US government, par-
ticipated as observers. At the presence of the leaders of
NATO members the president of Ukraine demanded
settling conflicts in South Ossetia, Abkhazia, Nago-
rno-Karabakh and Transnistria taking into account the
interests of the member states of GUAM. The plan of
settling the conflict in Transnistria presented by Yush-
chenko assumed first of all the withdrawal of all Rus-
sian forces from the separatist republic and its gradual
integration with Moldavia®. The consultations on
Transnistria, according to Yushchenko, should be held
in the triangle of Ukraine — Moldavia - the European
Union, without the participation of Russia.

Russia’s reaction on the unfriendly gestures of Kiev
was pretty predictable. In the autumn of 2005 Gas-
prom announced the plan of five-time increase of price
of gas supplied to the Ukrainian market. The Russian
side stated that since Ukraine was or wanted to be in
Europe, it had to pay European prices for resources®.
The argument between Ukraine and Russia concerning
the gas price had become since then a permanent issue
in the relations between the two states and resulted in
the annual so called “gas wars”. The scenario was always
similar, Ukraine refused to pay increased price, where-
as Russia stopped supplies. Since Ukrainian pipelines
were used to deliver gas to Europe, Ukraine overtook
the resource meant for European receivers®. In its ne-
gotiations with Russia Ukraine purposefully took ad-
vantage of the fact that Europe was getting impatient
and anxious about its energetic safety®*.

During the several of gas crisis the importance of
a company RosUkrEnergo (RUE), factoring in the
trade of this resource in Ukraine, was rapidly increas-
ing. This led to gigantic profits of Ukrainian and Rus-

sian oligarch connected with the centres of power of
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both countries. RUE managed by Dmytro Firtash,
linked to the President’s bureau, acquired immense in-
fluence on the shape of international agreements signed
by the governments of Russia and Ukraine®. On the
19 January 2009 the prime ministers Yulia Tymosh-
enko and Wladimir Putin signed a 10-year contract
on supplies and transit of gas via Ukraine, which lim-
ited the role of intermediaries, including RUE, on the

Ukrainian market®®

. Rational actions of Yulia Tymosh-
enko concerning the purchase and distribution of Rus-
sian gas were paralyzed by her conflict with president
Yushchenko?”. Any success in this area would mean
limiting influence and profits of Ukrainian oligarchs,
as well as numerous businessmen and Russian politi-
cians connected with them. Since the future of political
movements managed by both the president and prime
minister depended on the support of oligarchs, every
decision that was beneficial for the state and its citizens
was usually effectively blocked by one of the power cen-
tres, because it bothered the businesses of influential
people®®. This situation made excellent conditions for
controlling Ukrainian policy by oligarchs associated
with Russian gas business.

After several years of independence of Ukraine the
president’s rhetoric on the “European choice of Ukraine”
was acknowledged favourably. In intellectual circles the
arguments were searched for which could prove the
thesis that Russia and Ukraine are two states and na-
tions of entirely different historic, cultural, and civiliza-
tion tradition. This led to conclusion that Ukraine was
a European country that belonged to NATO and the
European Union, and Euro-Asian Russia was bound to

seek it place in Asia and cooperate with China®.
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Officially representatives of “the orange” camp de-
scribed the relations with Russia as strategic partner-
ship, yet in reality, as one of the Ukrainian politics spe-
cialists wrote, it should be defined as a state between
“limited confrontation and limited cooperation”. In
Kiev Moscow’s policy towards Ukraine was perceived
as aiming at the restoration of political and military
control on its territory. In this situation the only guar-
antee that Ukraine had to preserve its independence
and sovereignty was the integration in European and
Euro-Atlantic structures. President Yushchenko and his
coworkers were assuring that the presence of NATO on
the North coast of the Black Sea would not decrease
Russia’s safety, however, even Ukrainian observers
found it hard to believe it’!.

The problem of Ukraine governed by “the orange”
was the fact that although it was trying hard to be dif-
ferent from Russia, in fact it was still similar to it, es-
pecially when it came to the behaviour of political and
business elites. Corruption and particular interests did
not disappear after 2005. Regardless the intentions and
declarations of president Yushchenko and his circle,
there was hardly anything done in Ukraine to direct
the state and the society on the path of development
based on the patterns applied in the Union states.

Ukraine aiming at acquiring NATO membership
caused the most embitterment in Russian — Ukrainian
relations. The decisions were to be made at the Treaty
summit in Bucharest in April 2008. The president of
Russia, Wladimir Putin, was warning that the positive
response of NATO to the Ukrainian motion would re-
sult in placing its strategic objects on the gunpoint of
Russian missile system, and Russian border would be
closed for products of Ukrainian metallurgy and chem-
ical industries’.

The Treaty membership also required settling by
Ukraine border issues and the problem of Russian Black
Sea Fleet on its territory. The solutions in these matters
depended on Russian attitude, which for obvious rea-
sons was not favourable for the Ukrainian membership
in NATO. The authorities of Ukraine were pondering

on how to remove the Russian fleet from Crimea af-
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ter 2017, when the agreement on its stationing, signed
in 1997, would cease. It was obvious that Russian war
ships would not leave their base in Crimea voluntarily
since their presence was a great, “political asset of Rus-
sia’s on the Black Sea””>.

“The orange” were more aware of the geopolitical
value of Crimea than their predecessors. Driven by
various motifs the United States and Turkey were com-
peting with Russia over their presence on the peninsula
that belonged to Ukraine’. The limited charge Ukraine
had over Crimea did not allow taking advantage of all
the assets resulting from the geopolitical location of the
peninsula. Russian determination to preserve its influ-
ence on Crimea was followed by the Ukrainian craving
for limiting it.

The change of the president in February 2010
started almost immediately the retreat from the policy
perceived in Russia as confrontational. Although the
differences between the states had remained, there was
a radical transformation of the atmosphere. Difficult
economic situation of Ukraine induced Yanukovych
to make controversial political compromises, which by
broadening the cooperation were supposed to enliven
the economy and ease the consequences of the financial
crisis. The most powerful oligarchs, Rinat Achmetow
and Dmytro Firtasz, were also pushing the new presi-
dent towards searching compromises with Russia. The
most spectacular event in the history of Ukrainian —
Russian relations was the signing by presidents Viktor
Yanukovych and Dmitry Medvedev on the 21+ April
2010 in Kharkov the agreement prolonging the station-
ing the Black Sea Fleet in Crimea for the next 25 years,
in return for lowering gas prices for industrial purpos-
es”. It was a complete retreat from the policy of Yush-
chenko, which was directed at removing the bases of
Russian navy from the Ukrainian coast of the Black Sea.

The effects of the political agreement were making
the maneuvering space of the Ukrainian diplomacy

narrower when it came to possible alliances with the
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West. Ukraine was gaining 1.2 billion dollars a year for
prolonging the agreement on the stationing of the Rus-
sian fleet in Crimea, however this sum resulted from
decreasing the price for gas delivered by Russia. On the
other hand, lowering the price of gas for the energy-
consuming industry did not encourage its moderni-
zation’®,

In the summer of 2010 the talks were held on the
cooperation concerning the use of nuclear energy and
the integration of transport systems of both countries.
It mainly referred to the modernization of the motor-
way from Moscow to Simferopol in Crimea. A number
of decisions were agreed on concerning transport on the
Black Sea and the Sea of Azov”.

In the dialogue that had been started after a cou-
ple of years break there were still differences between
opinions of the two states. The biggest controversy was
the issue concerning the membership of Ukraine in the
Custom Union formed with the participation of Russia,
Kazakhstan, and Belarus. Yanukovych agreed on the
extended economic cooperation, however, like his pre-
decessors, was against the establishing of supranational
structures limiting the state sovereignty. Like Kuchma,
he made a couple of gestures implying the continua-
tion of the cooperation with NATO in order to balance
Ukrainian relations with Russia’®. Polish comments on
Ukraine being “swallowed” by Russia were, as it seems,
far-fetched”.

During the presidency of Viktor Yanukovych the re-
lations with Russia, listed by the Yushchenko’s team as
the third or fourth position in the hierarchy of impor-
tance, became the priority. The previously emphasized
differences of civilization, culture and history, had been
replaced with pointing at “mutual history of Russian
and Ukrainian nations, the closeness of cultures and
traditions as well as tight contacts between citizens

and economic ties”®’. The year 2010 was closed with
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commercial exchange worth 40 billion dollars, and the
presidents were planning to increase it to 100 billion
a year®.

During the period of the increased Russian activity
aiming at winning Ukraine for its integration projects,
there also appeared the offer of the European Union to
sign the Accession Agreement. After 20 years of ma-
neuvering between the East and West, in 2012 Ukraine
received offers of choosing the direction of economic,
political and civilization development from both sides.
Both offers excluded any compromising solutions. The
Custom Union with Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan,
meant rejection of the idea of “European choice” sup-
ported by all the governments in Ukraine since 1997.
The EU offer of signing the Accession Agreement, on
the other hand, meant closing the Russian market
for Ukrainian merchandise, which would be difficult
to sell in Europe. Russia and Union backed their of-
fers with the perspective of loans necessary for Ukrai-
nian economy. The offer made by the Union included
a billion Euro worth loan, opening its market for the
Ukrainian products, and the perspective of moderniz-
ing Ukrainian economy, whereas the Russian offer in-
cluded decreasing gas prices, which was to give Ukraine
15.5 billion dollars profic®.

Ukrainian government had estimated the poten-
tial loss in the trade exchange with Russia for 20 bil-
lion dollars a year as a result of signing the Accession
Agreement®. The refusal of signing this document by
president Yanukovych started a domino effect leading
to the collapse of the government and president at the
end of February 2014, and taking over the power by

pro-western politicians and oligarchs®. Russia reacted
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by separating Crimea and incorporating the peninsula

into the Federation, and by attempting to overtake the

control over the eastern oblasts of Ukraine®.

Almost quarter of a century long Russian attempts
to incorporate Ukraine into Russian integration proj-
ects on the post-Soviet area were a complete fiasco. It
seems that after the annexation of Crimea there are
hardly any chances of restoring the Kremlin influences

in Ukraine, at least in the foreseeable future.
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