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Ukraine – the European Union

KEY THEME ANALYSIS:  Visit of the President of Ukraine Viktor Yanukovych to Greece as an Attempt to Find Support of the Official Athens for European Strivings of Ukraine During the EU – Ukraine Summit in December
On 6-7 October 2011 the President of Ukraine Viktor Yanukovych arrived with the first   state visit to the Hellenic Republic which official aim was to overcome the consequences of the world economic crisis through the deepening of cooperation and exchange of experience between Ukraine and Greece. But during the entire visit such propositions were made exclusively on the Ukrainian part, Greece limited itself to an “excellent” characteristic of bilateral relations between states. During the talks the parties expressed their satisfaction with the dynamic development of bilateral cooperation between Ukraine and Greece and with the mutual interest in their pragmatism by means of deepen collaboration in the trade and economic sphere. In particular, in was noticed the significant activation of trade and economic cooperation between countries last year and the continuation of this tendency nowadays (in 2010 the turnover of goods between two countries increased by 35%, and during 2011 has already grew by 90%) which was mainly favoured with the work of the Intergovernmental Ukrainian-Greek Working Group on Economic, Industrial, Scientific and Technical Cooperation (IWG) established in 1994.

An important element of negotiations became the strengthening of cultural, religious and humanitarian ties between the countries, the problem of social protection of Ukrainian labour force in Greece and guaranteeing of their informational and educational and cultural needs (according to the official data, there are about 30 thousand Ukrainians in Greece).

As for the social assistance for the Ukrainian migrants, in principle, these people are not harmed by the Greek authorities because their work is paid in pursuance with the wages’ policy in all the state. In case of their monetary equivalent, this problem can’t be resolved easily: the Ukrainians mainly do only the low-paid job local citizens don’t agree to perform.                

Arriving to Thessaloniki, the President of Ukraine Viktor Yanukovych spoke to the participants of the Ukrainian-Greek business forum “Cooperation of Ukraine and Greece in the conditions of world economic crisis: practical opportunities and perspectives of collaboration”. In his statement the guarantor mentioned a long list of perspective of those to be promoted directions of cooperation among which were the following: the expansion of transport links between Ukraine and Greece using the infrastructure of port cities in Northern Greece; the development of trade and economic cooperation between the regions of Ukraine and the region of Northern Greece with the participation of the recently established Greek-Ukrainian Chamber of Commerce which unites 25 Greek companies from various spheres of economic activity, etc.

But some proposals seemed to be very strange. In particular, it was declared about the building of the solar power station in Greece on a turnkey basis – as if Ukraine has such an opportunity and is willing to do so at any time if such propositions come from the Greek partners. But it’s worth to notice that the first such project on construction of the wind power stations, which has successfully been realized in the Crimea, is headed exactly with the Greek company “Eneko” but not with the Ukrainian planners. Besides, the Greek banks put their investments in the economy of our state, and it is not vice versa.

That’s why the real aim of the visit of the President to Greece became the European strivings – the attraction of the official Athens to the Ukrainian side during the EU – Ukraine Summit in December. Because it is known that Greece supports European aspirations of Ukraine as for the achievement of the EU membership criteria and also stands up for the implementation of a visa free regime between Ukraine and the EU and the signing of the agreement on a free trade area. The Greek party initiated the signing of the Memorandum on cooperation between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Greek Republic in order to close Ukraine to the EU which was concluded on 1 December 2009. But now the official Athens reiterates that today “is not the time” for Kyiv. Moreover, it is against the inclusion of the provision on the perspective of the Ukrainian membership in the EU to the Association Agreement (due to the Article 49 of the Treaty on the EU).

Accordingly, Viktor Yanukovych could only talk about “the assistance”, the guaranteeing of the transit of gas through the Ukrainian territory to Europe or the development of humanitarian cooperation. But whether it changes an official position of Greece, only the nearest future will show.        

Ukraine – NATO

KEY THEME ANALYSIS: The NATO Parliamentary Assembly discusses about AMD and state of Democracy in Ukraine   

Today the situation in the world does not only alert the State Members of NATO (the majority of them are, in particular, the State Members of the EU) but also makes them resort to active actions because the crisis situations often happen on the organization’s borders. Nobody forgets “the Arab Spring” which consequences result in qualitatively new riots in the territory of Syria and Lybia. The antigovernmental operation in the territory of the latter and the “democratization” of the regime here, the continuation of the operation in Afghanistan, the disturbances in Kosovo and Iraq are now amplified with the strengthening of the antidemocratic regime in Belarus and the politicized trials in Ukraine.

Our state, being the biggest contributor to the process of establishment of peace and security in the world without the membership in the organization, obviously alerted the NATO members mixing the activity of three branches of power. The representatives of the organization, stressing on it before and pointing the political mistakes of Ukrainian top leaders, now also doesn’t leave aside and all the time remind that the democratic values should prevail in the country.

The next confirmation of this fact became the presentation of the report on the political processes taking place in Ukraine after the Orange revolution and on the state of democracy in our state which was publicized within the framework of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly Session in Bucharest on 7-10 October 2011. To confirm that “the most pragmatic” partner of the Alliance is openly breaking the main principles of the members’ policy there were the presentation of the documentary film about the trial against Yulia Tymoshenko «The Trial of Yulia Tymoshenko. The True Story» that allowed NATO Members to make conclusions about “the really alarming events” now take place in Ukraine.

Moreover, the situation can be considered as critical not only as for the political but also geostrategic processes which now taking place in the territory of our country: civilizationally torn, “non-block” country steps aside to the East even having proclaimed the European vector as the main priority. So, here at the NATO PA Meeting Ukraine, France and the Russian Federation criticized the project of deployment of the American AMD system in the territory of Romania (on 13 September 2011 the USA and Romania signed the Agreement on the deployment in Romania the base of the American missiles SM-3; such a Memorandum was also signed between the USA and Turkey).

The position of the official Paris is clear because it is based ob the statement that the North Atlantic Alliance should establish its own AMD system and shouldn’t include it to the American one: really, in this case France, as the main pretender to the leadership in the Alliance even in the territory of the European continent, will be able to play one of the first fiddles during the establishment of the AMD and resolve the main issues of its deployment. The Russian position is also obvious because Moscow has demanded from NATO the establishment of a common EuroAMD with “sectoral responsibility” that was agreed during the Alliance Summit in Lisbon in November 2010.

But then and now it is absolutely obvious that the NATO Members can’t make such a step – to give the right to be responsible for the countries’ security to the country which is not its member, moreover, is its primordial opponent. And this situation gives the RF the entire right to say that the AMD project is directed against its national security. Moreover, it is not supervised by the Europeans but by the American administration which should be demanded to give the official judicial guarantees of “the non-direction” of the AMD shields against the RF. NATO of course can’t give such guarantees. That’s why it is not strange that during the PA the Russian representatives specified if the anti-missile shield is a part of the European or of the American security system. In particular, the representatives of Moscow asked whether the NATO representatives authorized Romania to sign the interstate defense treaty with the USA. 

But it is not logic that such a question was also put by the representatives of Ukraine which even recently stressed on the possible inclusion of its radars in Mukachevo and Sevastopol to a new security EuroAMD. Moreover, the official position of Kyiv came to “a special interest” of Ukraine in joining the NATO AMD system in case when the establishment of that system will be supported by Russia. How should we understand such a step: as a desire to defend its non-block status “along the perimeter” or as the next movement to the East? Unfortunately, the last position is more possible. The desire of Moscow to have the common AMD system with the Alliance can’t be realized, in principle.

A raw of East European countries are currently considering Russia as a source of threat for their own sovereignty (e.g., Poland or Baltic states). Moreover, the establishment of a common AMD system envisages the transmission of some defense technologies to Moscow which the Western countries don’t agree with. Because Russia is not both the NATO Member and the strategic ally of the West (as, for example, Japan or South Korea): it is only West’s geographic neighbor and partner in some international issues (the stabilization of Afghanistan, non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and pacification of some hostile regimes). By the way, the RF was really disturbed with the deployment of the AMD exactly in Romania; one didn’t observe such situation during the discussion of the establishment of special objects neither in Poland, nor in Czech. Connecting this fact with the strong Romanian position as for the territorial integrity of Moldova, one can conclude that there is an obvious threat to the Russian contingents in Transdniestria – it must be from the Moscow’s point of view.

Against such a background the confirmation of the obligations of Ukraine to continue giving assistance to the Afghanistan International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) and even the fact that the Ukrainian presence in this country can be extended from 22 to 30 people didn’t really satisfy the representatives of the Alliance. As a whole, the participants paid attention to the discussion of issues arose due to the end of the transitional period of transmission till the end of 2014 the responsibility for security in the country to the Government of Afghanistan, and to the further ISAF actions to maintain the government of Afghanistan in future, in the context of decisions made at the NATO Summit in Lisbon and in the highlight of the preparation to the NATO Summit in Chicago in May 2012. But the RF openly stated that its top leaders would ignore this meeting if the issue on guarantees of the Alliance as for the AMD isn’t resolved till that time.
Foreign Policy of Ukraine

KEY THEME ANALYSIS: Policy of Deadlock, or when One Step towards Russia Results in Two Steps back from the West

For a few months the attention of world community has been absorbed with the internal political processes which are taking place in Ukraine with such an “implication” of the independence of justice in Ukraine. The criminal actions brought against the representatives of the opposition headed by its leader, the former Prime Minister of Ukraine Yulia Tymoshenko resulted in the fixation of invariable collocation that now is very often associated with the Ukrainian authorities in the Western capitals – “selective justice”. Moreover, the European institutions blame Ukraine for the excessive politicization of trials, preconception and improper functional distribution of duties between the representatives of de jure independent branches of power. Accordingly, the European Union – today the key international organization which entering is, in fact, the main priority of the foreign policy of Ukraine – has attentively observed the trial over the former Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko and, as soon as the court made judgment, analyzed it and react to its points.

As far back as on 10 October 2011 during the Meeting of the EU Council of Foreign Affairs in Luxembourg its agenda contained the issue on the internal political situation in Ukraine/ The head of the Meeting the European Union’s High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy  Catherine Ashton stressed that the respect for democratic principles and the supremacy of law in Ukraine should remain a basis for the future relations of Ukraine with Europe. That’s why immediately after the accusatory verdict in the case of Yulia Tymoshenko was announced on 11 October 2011, the European Commission chose the means for tougher pressure on Kyiv: the negotiations on the Association Agreement (AA) could be de facto suspended without the announcement about it. The visit of the President of Ukraine Viktor Yanukovych to Brussels which should take place on 20 October in order to discuss the main points of the Agreement was declined by the EU authorities.

Besides, the European Union postponed the EU – Ukraine Summit planned to hold on 14 December in Kyiv. The EU – Russia Summit will now take place that day. It’s also unknown if the Association Agreement is initialed at this Summit because the initialing procedure proves that the parties agree to the text of the agreement and do not propose new changes; the next stage after the initialing is the signing of the agreement and its ratification. 

It most likely will not happen because, according to official Brussels, one of the conditions of signing of the Association Agreement with Ukraine is the guarantee of the most rapid process of appeal against a sentence of the former Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko and her participation in the parliamentary elections in 2012. Moreover, paying attention to such antidemocratic processes to take place in Ukraine, it was even proposed to stop the talks, to ban the visa free regime for the owners of Ukrainian diplomatic passports, it was also stressed that Ukraine betrayed the primordial European democratic values. 

The United States was also hardly disappointed with the conviction and verdict of the former Prime Minister of Ukraine because those actions were made “on the basis of politically motivated criminal persecution”. As for Russia, this case also doesn’t prove something good for the Ukrainian authorities. Because Y. Tymoshenko signed the gas contracts of 2009 exactly with Volodymyr Putin. Moscow declared the anti-Russian coloring of the process because it’s dangerous and counterproductive to have doubts about the gas agreements between Ukraine and Russia reached after the negotiations because Y. Tymoshenko didn’t sign anything by herself as in 2009 those contracts were signed at the level of the economic subjects “Gazprom” and the National JSC “Naftogaz of Ukraine”.

It looks like that the Ukrainian President is gripped in a vice between the East and the West and now should revise his policy which put him into the deadlock. The way out of this situation is possible in two contrary directions. The first way leads Ukraine to the European community through the democratic refor5ms in the country. But such a way will inevitably lead to the loss of monopoly of power in the country by Viktor Yanukovych. The other way gives the opportunity to keep this power monopoly strengthening the authoritative regime in the country. But such a way leads to Russia, to the isolation from the West and the loss of the state sovereignty of Ukraine through the entering of different reintegration unions initiated by Russia. Which way will V. Yanukovych choose – it is easy to guess. That’s why in order to preserve the monopoly of power; Y. Tymoshenko will have to stay in the prison at the last during the term determined with the verdict.

As for the realization of the strategy of equally distant integration on two different directions which is followed by the current authorities in Ukraine, the life has again showed its absolute falseness and depletion when one step forward towards Russia results in two steps back from the West.
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