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Ukraine – the European Union

KEY THEME ANALYSIS:  Yalta European Strategy Lessons in the Context of Ukraine-EU Relations
The Yalta European Strategy annual meeting, organized by the Victor Pinchuk Fund, took place in Yalta’s Livadiya Palace on September 15-18th, transforming the city into a platform for discussions about Ukraine’s further development, its grounds for cooperation with the EU and world countries, strategic thinking and plans for its foreign policy tactics. 

This high level meeting, where more than 200 world and Ukrainian political establishment, business and civic circles and establishment assembled, was aimed at discussing new modern international politics, addressing problems and highlighting Eastern European regional developments. The 8th Yalta annual meeting, entitled “Ukraine and the World: Common Challenges, Common Future” was focused on Ukraine’s role in the economic development of the region as well as Eastern European countries’ relations with their biggest neighbors – the EU and Russia. 

However, issues surrounding Ukraine-Russia gas treaty relations were less discussed compared with the general topics on global relations, overcoming world economic crisis, human rights and Ukraine-EU relations that should strengthen with the signing of the December Association Agreement. The Ukrainian Prime Minister, Mykola Azarov, focused on the importance of Ukraine’s preparations for signing the Agreement that should include the country’s prospective of joining the EU.  

Various visions and a desire to create a common view of Ukraine’s place in the modern globalized world was a key topic during four working days of European, American and domestic political leaders. It is important to underline that Russian official representatives did not participate in the summit, with the possible exception of Igor Yurgens, Head of the Modern Development Institute. Of course, long “gas debates” between Ukraine and Russia, President Medvedev’s refusal to conduct a meeting with the Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych during recent CIS Dushanbe Summit would not lead to another reaction towards the Yalta summit, especially in terms of topics discussed and ways to shape a common European dimension of Kyiv’s foreign policy. 

The worsening of Russian-Ukrainian relation should not be only explained in terms of the gas issues - the closer “Ukraine-EU” December summit date comes, the clearer Ukraine’s readiness to participate in Association Agreement becomes. Next week, Warsaw is hosting the “Eastern Partnership” summit where Kyiv will have a unique opportunity to underline its accomplishments and focus on “domestic work” that should round off the negotiation process with Brussels. 

In spite of existing skepticism towards Ukraine’s readiness to undertake its obligations within a possible Association Agreement, European politicians stated different ideas during the Yalta European Strategy discussion sessions. European Neighborhood Policy and Enlargement Commissioner Stefan Fule confirmed that negotiations on signing Association Agreement had come to its closure. A. Kwasniewski, President of the Republic of Poland ( 1995- 2005) and Yalta European Strategy Head of Trustees, known for his support of Ukraine’s European aspirations, dispelled an idea of EU being tired with its expansion, stressing on further EU consolidation within existing borders, as well as rebuilding a common energy and security policy, and a common foreign policy towards new global players and leaders. 

The Yalta forum is unique, not only because of the meetings of leading decision makers, but of those who are key players in Kyiv’s rapprochement towards long awaited EU membership, as well as ways to shape cooperation between Kyiv and Brussels, which should successfully result in an Association Agreement. 

One may have been thinking that discussions would pay attention to current Ukraine-EU cooperation mechanisms (i.e. the recently launched Euronest or Eastern Partnership) but the forum was aimed at confirming achievements and discussing the future. Moreover, the absence of Russian official representatives did not affect the quality of forum conducted, and it turned out to be a beneficial summary of Ukraine’s European dimension achievements and provided some added impetus before the December “Ukraine-EU” summit. It is known that, besides Yalta debates on Ukraine’s European policy, the Victor Pinchuk Fund successfully conducts “Ukrainian luncheons” in Davos with the view to presenting Ukraine and its possibilities to foreign investors and politicians. 

The results of the 8th Yalta European Strategy forum should be seen as a meeting of leading decision makers that actually shapes the domestic and foreign policy image of Ukraine, as well as a meeting of those who are key players in Kyiv’s success or failure to achieve long awaited EU membership. One of the bottom line speeches should be Fule’s remarks on Ukraine-EU relations that depend not only on negotiating table progress and success. The official character of Ukraine’s friends and supporters’ meetings had actually created good grounds for theoretical and practical efforts in Ukraine’s EU aspirations, but it is known that state institutions should work, not just talk. Moreover, there is not much time left before the December summit where summaries on Association Agreements with the EU will be stated.

Ukraine – NATO

KEY THEME ANALYSIS: “United Protector” Operation Realization: on the way to a “New Libya”

After 12 days of military campaigns in Libya under the auspices of three autonomous centers, full command of all operations under Resolutions 190 and 1973 was given to NATO leadership within the “United Protector” operation.  It meant that on completion of the “Odyssey Sunrise” coalition operation, resources were passed to the French who continued the “Harmattan Operation” together with other Alliance partners. Britain’s military operation “Ellami” continued to keep itself under an autonomous regime. The “United Protector” operation was aimed at achieving  three goals
:
1) Apply all necessary efforts to protect civilians; 

2) Provide flight ban regime adherence; 

3) Support weapons embargo to Libya regime.
In order to protect civilians, NATO Air Force conducted more than 22,300 flights, 37 % of which were military. With the assistance of NATO air capabilities, a drastic number of ground targets, namely command and control centers, were destroyed, and lead to the disorganization and halt of Al-Gaddafi’s military forces.  NATO military forces had conducted several reconnaissance missions before attacks on ground targets, with the use of precision weapons that facilitated minimal losses among civilians. As for weapons supplies control, 10 countries had provided 14 ships and submarines by mid September, all done to monitor the weapons embargo regime with control over all ships that entered Libya’s territorial waters. Military and sea operational command is held by Lieutenant General Charles Bushar. In the short period between March and May, 1093 ships were checked, 7 of which were not granted permission to enter Libya’s territorial waters. 16 NATO member states and 3 partner states within the Istanbul Initiative (Jordan, Qatar, and UAE) took part in the operation.
Despite these statistics, NATO’s activities aimed at protecting Libyan civilians were drastically criticized because of Western countries’ support for one side of the conflict that was represented by insurgents and the conducting of a wide-scale information campaign described as “Gaddafi’s image demonization”. Criticism of several NATO member states happened for several reasons. Firstly, there were doubts whether Resolution 1973 on Libya had legal grounds since several human rights protection organizations stated February, 2011 that gunfire and bloodshed was far less than the figures used with which Resolutions against Al-Gaddafi were adopted. Secondly, during military campaigns in Libya, NATO considerably disengaged Resolution 1973, examples of which were supplying arms to rebels (conducted by France) thus theoretically breaching the embargo regime.  Private military campaign (PMC) instructors were also used in order to conduct several separate squads under one command together with their studies of military campaign rules. Such actions may be seen as violations of ground forces’ use. Thirdly, it has been systematically underlined that rebel forces are responsible for military crimes just like Gaddafi’s army, especially in terms of large numbers of terrorist elements and former criminals that took the rebels’ side.
The storming of the Libyan capital on the night of August, 22nd led to the fall of Al-Gaddafi’s regime and was an astonishing NATO success after a ‘summer of lethargy’. There is no clear understanding who took part in Tripoli’s capture. NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen noted that NATO did not undertake any landing operations in Libya but it does not mean the some individual Alliance members did not undertake such actions. There are thoughts suggesting that French, British, and German special subdivisions were active in such operations, and moreover, NATO assisted in bringing Afghani, Pakistani, Qatar and UAE mercenaries to Tripoli. These people committed bloodshed in a city that was covered with Libya’s information campaign and strong disinformation campaign done by world mainstream media
. Abdelhaim Belhadj became a leader of Libyan combat terrorist group which cannot set worries aside as this man is also Tripoli’s military commandant, moreover, he promised to pay back the CIA for previous executions.  Therefore, the National Transition Council (NTC) led by Mustafa Abdel Djalil looks somewhat artificial and puppet-like. It puts NATO statements’ sincerity at stake, especially those regarding Libyan citizens’ protection on selfless grounds.  Moreover, shortly before a “Libya’s Friends” meeting in Paris on September 1, 2011,  news regarding a French secret treaty with the NTC, under which France would receive 35 % of Libya’s oil resources in exchange of political recognition and military support, appeared in the media
.

Jamahiriya’s fall with NATO’s active participation put Libya’s future on the top of the list. In spite of optimistic rhetoric, the current NTC is faced with a country devastated by war and which faces severe challenges of economic recovery, especially in the energy sphere. The country’s political system is no less important and it should be managed in a way that meets the expectations of 2000 tribes in order to avoid a territorial collapse similar to the Somalia scenario
. Uncontrolled spread of convention weapons from Libya’s army storehouses may be dangerous in he hands of radical Islamists and regional terroristic groups, i.e. “Al Qaeda of Islamic Maghreb” which may lead to uncontrolled instability not only in Libya but in neighboring countries as well. One should not forget that Colonel Al-Gaddafi in spite of large scale actions on his search and loss of capital’s control is still free, continuing to control a third of Libyan territory that may become a ground for offensive actions or a long guerrilla war. 
Paradoxically, events in Libya became a so-called Rubicon for the Alliance itself. NATO Secretary General A.Fogh Rasmussen noted that European country’ military budgets are shrinking, which challenges their ability to take responsibility in international crisis management beside their borders
. Such a fact is underlined by the weakening of NATO’s positions in Libya after the US active retreat from “United Protector” action, and victory over Gaddafi looks like a miracle that was enabled by close union between Great Britain and France. Another miracle on the current agenda could be the birth of new democratic Libya, the road to which will be long and tough. 

Foreign Policy of Ukraine

KEY THEME ANALYSIS: CIS Dushanbe Summit: launch of a new gas war between Ukraine and Russia?

Meetings of the Heads of the CIS States and Council of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of CIS participant states took place in Dushanbe on September, 2-3rd. On the agenda were 16 issues but the Ministers of Foreign Affairs meeting decided to discuss two additional questions. Heads of the Ministries of Foreign Affairs of CIS participant states supported the “CIS Activity over the 20 Years and Goals for the Future” analytical report and also gave highly positive remarks towards the successful “Major Goals on CIS Further Development Plan” implementation. 
Participants at the meeting noted the importance of the CIS in further development and regional cooperation, positively welcomed Tajikistan’s presidency in the Union, and made amendments to existing multilateral treaties. 
President of Ukraine, V.Yanukovych, stated the importance of the CIS as a successful platform in organizing efficient trade and economic cooperation of Ukraine with other states. Each of the CIS participant states celebrated its 20th anniversary of independence, whereas in this context the President admitted actively drafting an existing international legal system among the states. V.Yanukovych believes that states should see Free Trade Zone Agreement establishment within the CIS area that would work according to WTO principles. 
But it was not only economic issues that were top of the agenda. The Ukrainian and Russian side of the CIS Dushanbe Summit was marked with a drastic worsening in the countries’ bilateral relations and critical remarks on possible disbandment of Ukrainian “Naftogaz” that may lead to breach of 2009 gas treaty with Russia. President of the Russian Federation D.Medvedev declined to have a meeting with the President of Ukraine V.Yanukovych, stating there are various opportunities to discuss issues during the summit. The result of such severe policy of Ukrainian interests’ ignorance were recent attempts of Kyiv to minimize prices for Russian gas and also idea to reorganize Ukrainian “Naftogaz” that actually led to negative remarks from Moscow.

It is worth mentioning that, over the last year there have been ten working meetings of Russian and Ukrainian Presidents, in spite of current year where only a Kyiv nuclear safety summit and an unofficial meeting in Sochi took place. A Moscow meeting, planned for June had also been cancelled, and in late July the Presidents were supposed to attend “Formula -1” Vyshgorod City rally and attend two fleets’ parade in Sevastopol. The “Bulgaria” passenger ship catastrophe was the official excuse for the Russian President’s inability to fly to Crimea, even though political realities suggest contrary reasons. 

The Ukrainian side is trying to minimize prices for Russian gas, and simultaneously trying to cancel 2009 gas treaties. Moscow agrees to step down in its gas price formula only in the event of a “Naftogaz” merger with Russian “Gasprom” and Ukraine participation in a Customs Union. Kyiv is actively preparing itself for the December “Ukraine-EU” Summit, demonstrating clear interests in EU Free Trade Zone participation, whereas the idea of a new state gas company launch would mean signing a new treaty on Russian gas supply to Ukraine. It is known that the Russian side does not accept such visions of Kyiv and enforces adherence to those treaties already signed, as well as an inability to review them unilaterally. The Russian Federation stated its readiness to protect its interests in courts, whereas Ukraine sees lawsuits and Stockholm arbitrage as its last resort in gas disputes.  
Several days earlier, during the opening of the “Nord Stream” first, Prime Minister V.Putin stated that a new Russian gas pipeline across the Baltic Sea would deprive Russia of “transit countries’ dictate”. 

As we see, the nearly forgotten “gas wars” so common in “Orange 2005-2007 times” are back to pro-Russian Ukrainian political leaders. While signing the Kharkiv treaties last year, President of Ukraine V.Yanukovych barely acknowledged a fatal strategic defeat. He thought that an extension of the terms of the Russian Black Sea Fleet’s stay in Sevastopol in exchange for a promise to review gas prices would forever remove the contradictions in the Ukrainian-Russian relations.

Russia’s wish to conduct a “Belarus case” in Ukraine when Kyiv would have to pass its control share of domestic gas and transport system in exchange of Customs Union participation does not have much support from the Ukrainian people or the political establishment. Yanukovych’s recent idea about Ukraine’s participation in “South Stream” building barely has a chance to be a last argument in gas price formula calculations. The Russian President’s refusal to meet his Ukrainian colleague during the CIS Dushanbe Summit only demonstrates that Russia is ready to ignore Ukrainian interests. 
It is known that in early 2005, soon after pro-Western democratic circles victory in Ukraine, Russia played same “gas card” discrediting Kyiv’s responsibility to transport gas to Europe that only enforced the will to build “Nord Stream” bypassing Ukraine. 

In such situations Ukraine should not wait by the sidelines, afraid to lose its political standing in the West. The country should fully apply scheduled events as a platform to clarify its position and arguments in order to prove its reliability. In either case, Ukraine’s access to the Energy Commonwealth on February, 1 this year, together with a Joint Declaration on its Gas and Transport System Modernization, create enough grounds to provide the country’s rights and interests. Its northern neighbor’s desire to undermine Kyiv’s goals may play against Moscow itself since such actions would definitely push Ukraine towards Europe. 
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