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1 Duration of the temporary authoritarianism in Ukraine 

This paper is devoted to the early stage of post-communist transformation in Ukraine, when the country tried to make its first steps in democratic transition, but at first should have some authoritarian transitional forms of rule, like restrictions on freedom of speech – so called “socialist pluralism”, quotas for Communists at the first parliamentary alternative elections, inadequate and late legislation on freedom of organization etc. The most part of this way Ukraine went on being a part of the USSR. And there is a problem from what year should one start the exploration of this residual, temporary post-communist authoritarianism in the country. I have chosen a compromise point of departure: very rich for political activity1990 year. That year Ukraine still had a status of a union republic but already adopted The Declaration of State Sovereignty and held almost democratic election to its legislative body – Verkhovna Rada, which at that time was taking the road of transformation into a parliament of Western type. The end of the period under consideration will be 1994 – the year of the second alternative election to Verkhovna Rada that marked also the beginning of more-or-less serious reforms in economy and intensification of constitution building process.

The duration of temporary authoritarianism in Ukraine has been determined by a few factors: speed and depth of the institutional change after the collapse of the former communist regime and multinational state – Soviet Empire; changes in political elite; origins and quality of political ruling elite and opposition; extent, to which some features of totalitarian/communist culture has spread, at least in some regions; historical tradition and mentality of the people in general. The period of its continuance may be divided at least into two sub-periods: 1987-1989 (within USSR) and 1990-1994 (Ukraine).
In the spring of 1989, the first alternative elections were held in the USSR, which lead to the appearance of the two-level representative system: periodically summoned the Congress of People’s Deputies of the USSR and permanently acting the Supreme Council of the USSR formed at the Congress. Though Ukraine proclaimed and secured (legally and socially) state independence in 1991, it was 1990 when most important events happened that made possible obtaining full independence and to start the transformation of political and economic order. It was 1990 when significant shifts in political regime occurred towards democracy within the state. After 1994, before adoption of the Constitution in 1996, some features of the same kind of temporary authoritarianism could still be observed. But a new President L. Kuchma introduced lots of new features in political and social-economic life (for better or for worse) and it will be more correct to consider the period of his rule separately. Time of his presidency was a period of gradual increase and intensification of authoritarian features of the state institutions functioning and even more so – in the style of ruling elites behavior. Therefore, the name “temporary” requires in this case serious reservations.
This paper predominantly deals with Kravchuk’s era in Ukraine’s politics when political actors tried to resolve wide-ranging tasks of state building which were overlapping with uneasy problems of economic and political transition. But as far as social movements and civil activities are concerned, the study must go beyond the bounds of these chronological frames and become absorbed in the years of Gorbachev’s reforms that liberalized the former communist system in the USSR as a whole.

The period under consideration embraces such important political events as:

· The 1st alternative election to the law-making body (parliament) of Ukraine – Verkhovna Rada (March, 1990);

· adoption by Verkhovna Rada of the “Declaration of independence”, which, except state sovereignty, in fact proclaimed Ukraine a democratic state (July 16, 1990);

· adoption of the law on the Presidency in Ukraine (July 5, 1990);

· official recognition of political pluralism in the country;

· formation of multi-party system and opposition in parliament;
· passing trough Verkhovna Rada of the “Act of proclamation of independence of Ukraine”(August 24, 1991);
· confirmation of independence by the national referendum (December 1, 1991);

· election of the first President of Ukraine (December 1, 1991);
· election (pre-term) of the second President of Ukraine (June - July, 1994);

· the 2nd free parliamentary election (April - December 1994).

2 On the organization of the society

2.1 From “perestroika” to independence: interaction of old and new political forces

Gorbachev’s “perestroika”, with its goal of economic growth acceleration (“uskorenie”), and one of the means – “glasnost” initiated the process of slow transformation of communist totalitarianism into authoritarianism in the form of “socialism with a human face”. Because communist system was basically non-amenable to any reform and because reforms started too late – when the system was mouldering in all its segments – the result was its full collapse and chaotic transmutation into “capitalism with an inhuman face”. The party-state political system was undergoing transformation in the direction of liberal-democratic state, which was acknowledged theoretically, but sharply contradicted with customary mode of political organization and behaviour. As a consequence, liberalization went on very inconsistently, preserving enclaves of non-systemic residual authoritarian behaviour both of ruling circles and citizens. 

While intellectuals debated the problem of the inevitability of authoritarian stage on the way to democracy
, many political leaders sought after the way for preserving their power for many years ahead within a more-or-less (depending on republic, its tradition and political culture) centralized power-structure. In Russia this search ended in 1993 with the use of armed forces against the parliament. After the defeat the Russian parliament has never restored its powers to the level that it could compete on equal terms with an executive. Yeltsin’s Constitution that has been adopted at the referendum “established extraordinary powerful President”, established political system that was “an amalgam of practices from other democracies”
. Though in Yeltsin’s years country ultimately moved on the way of democratic transition, later this constitutional design  (alongside with other factors) served as a basis for authoritarian turn.

In parallel, but with different results, process of democratization and state-building started in Ukraine. In March 1990 parliamentary elections were held to Verkhovna Rada of the Ukrainian SSR and to local councils. The new electoral law reflected the logic of rapid transformations and was much more democratic than that for the elections to the legislative bodies of the USSR in 1989. In particular, it made obligatory principle of alternativeness, did not provide for direct election of deputies from public organizations, dismantled the system of citizens’ meetings as a additional “filter” for candidates. Due to further dissemination of the ideas forbidden until recently for public discussion, electoral campaign of 1990 was favourable to democratization. It stimulated critical thinking and directed it to the search of new leadership and alternative economic and political order. From January to April 1990 11 (out from 25) first secretaries of regional committees of CPU had to retire under the pressure of democratic forces.
 Electorate tried to evaluate candidates by their professional, intellectual and moral qualities. A lot of new personalities appeared on the national political arena, including those politicians, who not long ago were qualified by communist bosses as extremists and even criminals. In three Western regions (Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk and Ternopil) oppositional to CPU Democratic Block gained election and organized its majorities in regional councils. Communists had to go into opposition.

In the country as a whole the results of election were not so favourable for democratic transformation. Left-wing forces (communists and future socialists) constituted a majority, named “the group of 239”. On June 6, 1990 democratic forces created the opposition under the name of “Narodna Rada” (People’s Council). It included 125 deputies (27%) and was headed by politically active physicist, full member of the Academy of Sciences Ihor Yukhnovskyi.
Conflict between group-239 and national democrats and other reformist forces was very sharp. From time to time it transgressed the bounds of parliament and converted into the struggle of emerging civil society against state authorities and their domination by left-wing forces. One of the examples was student’s hunger strike in October 1-17, 1990. Inside the walls of parliament debates and confrontation between the opposition and communist majority had been also vigorous. And what was particularly interesting that minority was able to win the battles rather often. One of such signal victories was the adoption of the “Declaration of State Sovereignty of Ukraine”. The draft of the document has been prepared by Narodna Rada and after a fierce parliamentary debate it was adopted by Verkhovna Rada on July, 16, 1990 (355 deputies voted “for”, 4 – “against”, 1 –  “abstained”). It  was an irony of history that future President of Ukraine Leonid Kuchma was among those who voted “against”. The Declaration had exceptional value in the subsequent fight for state independence of Ukraine.
The communists’ support of “The Declaration” notwithstanding should be placed among the major political achievements of the opposition which at that time were disproportionably strong comparing to its number. Why? First of all, the democratic opposition was marching in step with time. Throughout the Soviet territory peoples movements and fronts won battles against conservative forces. People’s Fronts’ activity in Baltic states, achievements of oppositional forces in Moscow had a serious demonstration effect. It helped Ukrainian opposition to be persistent and fearless. In this situation Ukrainian communists were afraid to loose everything and preferred to compromise. 

Besides, it ought to be recognized that many deputies from ruling communist majority and especially its leaders – the Head of Verkhovna Rada Volodymyr Ivashko, his successor on this post and the first President of independent Ukraine Leonid Kravchuk,  later – Ivan Pliusch were not inclined to conduct themselves like “hardliners” or “fundamentalists” not only because of their official position but also due to their temper and outlook. This does not added them authority – neither among their fellows-communists, nor among opponents. But in the long run they and other compromise figures among communist nomenclature made possible advancement of the country towards independence and new political order even in the condition of insufficient number and influence of democratic opposition. The pace and consistency of this advancement were far from desirable, but they went on. 

Similar processes of sovereignization were going on in all other republics though in the eyes of the central power structures it was an illegitimate. In December 1990 the IV Convention of people’s deputies of the USSR renounced declarations of state sovereignty, accepted by the republics. To save the Soviet Union, Gorbachev started negotiations with the leaders of the republics about the conditions of a new union agreement (Novo-Ogariovo process), but his propositions did not comply with the principles of sovereignty stated by republican Declaration of Independence.

Revolt of DKNS on Augusts, 19-22 in Moscow uncovered the depth of danger for Ukraine to remain a part of the USSR and on August 24, 1991 the Extraordinary session of Verkhovna Rada proclaimed complete state independence of Ukraine. A national blue-and-yellow flag was heaved up above the building of Verkhovna Rada. To increase the legitimacy of the act an all-Ukrainian referendum was held on December 1, 1991. 90,9 % of those, who came to vote, answered the question: "Do you confirm The Act of proclamation of independence of Ukraine?" in affirmative. Independence has been supported by representatives of all nationalities that lived in Ukraine.
On the same date Ukrainians elected the President. Six candidates competed for the highest post in the country. The results of this competition are shown in table 2.

Table 1.

The results of the presidential election 1991

	#
	Candidates
	# of votes
	% of votes

	1.
	Leonid Kravchuk
	19,643,481
	61.59

	2.
	Vjatcheslav Chornovil
	7,420,727
	23.27

	3.
	Levko Lukyanenko
	1,432,556
	4.49

	4.
	Volodymyr Grinyov
	1,329,758
	4.17

	5.
	Ihor Yukhnovskyi
	554,719
	1.74

	6.
	Leopold Taburianskyi 
	182,713
	0.57


Election was held according to majoritarian electoral system. The second round has been stipulated if none of the candidates collected an absolute majority of votes. Such a necessity, however, did not appear. L. Kravchuk gathered near 52% of votes in the first round and became the President of Ukraine. Oppositional candidates of national-democratic orientation got 29,5% – the best result they ever had (at least, before the parliamentary election 2002, but until that time democratic forces has undergone serious change and re-structuralization). Candidate with the so-called “general-democratic” views (denying national aspect of democratic process in Ukraine, defending Russian language etc.) Volodymyr Grinyov had a little more than 4% of votes (later he became one of the important figures in the organization of Leonid Kuchma’s campaign in 1994). Leopold Taburianskyi represented early populist trend in Ukrainian politics with his 0.57%.
One of six candidates for presidency Ihor Yukhnovskyi, who headed at that time parliamentary opposition, critically estimated his involvement in the election (“I was not ready to be a leader of the state”) but qualified the electoral campaign of 1991 in general as probably the most honest and clean of anywhere conducted in Ukraine. But the most important event of 1991 was, of course, the referendum.

Positive results of referendum meant that Ukrainians confirmed their will to bear the burden of state independency – notwithstanding the possible (and real) confrontation with Russian ruling circles and their supporters in Ukraine. So, national democratic forces had every reason to celebrate a victory. On the other hand, they were aware of the dangers for democratic development of Ukraine connected with the fact that to a large degree independence has been achieved by communists’ hands – due to changing their opinion on the issue. High-positional members of the CPU were afraid of radicalism in Yeltsin’s Russia and, probably, hoped to conceal themselves, making of Ukraine “abroad” and a kind of communist reservation. One of the most influential oppositional leaders of Rukh Vjatcheslav Chornovil initiated collection of signatures under the petition demanding dissolution of acting Verkhovna Rada and conduction of a new, pre-term parliamentary election. Unfortunately, the campaign failed. So, there was no alternative but to commit reforms of revolutionary depth to counter-revolutionary forces. Whether they became “democrats” or “autocrats” depended on many factors. 

2.2 The dynamics of the development of the new societal and political pluralism

Emergence of the first sprouts of civil society

“Glasnost” and official recognition of political pluralism (at first it was the so-called “socialist pluralism” and later – pluralism as such, without any ideological definition) played a decisive role in the emergence of various forms of civil and political activity in the late 1980s – early 1990s. This recognition was accompanied by the fast growth of civic and political “informal” organizations, societies, clubs, that emerged in the country during 1987-1990 and became catalysts in the fight of the Ukrainian people for democracy and national revival. Spirit of “perestroika” was accepted with enthusiasm by large part of Ukrainian population. Most active were big cities, mining industries, nationally conscious groups and persons that had been persecuted by the communist regime.

The revival of civil life and political pluralism in Ukraine started from two relatively free surroundings: (1) that of the former dissidents who, after passing GULAG in harder times, feared nothing in the situation of liberalization; and (2) relatively privileged milieu of writers and artists which in Ukraine included a significant portion of mild oppositional personalities that were trying to preserve and continue the traditions of 60-desiatniki
. The prominent role in the awakening civil conscience and informing people about civil movements and organization was played by the Literaturna Ukraina newspaper and its publisher – The Ukraine’s Writers’ Union.
The most famous were following civil associations initiated by intelligentsia: Culturological Club in Kiev (1987), Shevchenko Association of Ukrainian Language (later renamed into “Prosvita”), Lion Culturological Association in Lviv; ecological movements (the Green World), “Memorial” association for defending of the former convicts of the totalitarian regime, Union of the independent Ukrainian young people, Christian-democratic front, society "Heritage" and many others.
 At first, in time of “socialist pluralism” they had to disguise themselves as assistants and partners of the CP SU in its reformist endeavours. This concerned the biggest oppositional force – NRU (Narodnyi Rukh Ukrainy – People’s Movement of Ukraine) and many smaller organizations. Unless trade unions are taken into account, the first civil organizations in the USSR and Ukraine were explicitly or hiddenly politicized. They were organized by people who were oriented to long-term political objectives and only through the ban of opposition political activity they were confined to cultural, ecological or economic slogans. After the abolition of the article 6 of the Ukrainian Constitution, which stated the leading role of the CPSU and CPU (October 25, 1990), organized political and civil forces achieved much larger level of autonomy.
Civil associations organized crowded meetings and manifestations in defence of Chernobyl victims, demanded rehabilitation of Greek-Catholic church, which was banned by the soviet regime after the World war II, defended rights of man and national interests. Sometimes, the means of resistance to communist rule acquired rather exotic forms. Such was an activity of UMA (Ukrainian intra-party Assembly) to register Ukrainians as citizens of UNR (Ukrainian People’s Republic that existed in 1918-1920). The range of civil activity in short is represented in table 2.

Table 2.

The most resonance public actions and initiatives at initial (preparation) stage of democratic transition (1988-1990)

	Month and year
	Action

	April, 1988
	An attempt to conduct unauthorized demonstration to the second anniversary of Chernobyl challenged party-state authorities in Kyiv

	June, 1988
	The first unauthorized mass meeting in Lviv in the support of idea to create Democratic front in Ukraine

	June, 1988
	Demonstration in defence of the Golosiyivsky forest, organized by Kyiv ecological organizations 

	October, 1988
	Demonstration on the occasion of the Constitution day under the slogan “All power in the USSR belongs to the people”, organized by the People’s union for the assistance to perestroika (NSSP), sanctioned by the authorities 

	July, 1988
	Promulgation of  the  “Declaration of principles” by Ukrainian Helsinki Union, which acquired the status of political organization.

	 Augusts, 1988
	The mass meeting in support the idea of creation of Democratic front in Lvov that was rudely scattered by militia

	August, 1988
	Founding the all-union historical enlightenment society “Memorial” in Moscow 

	 November, 1988
	Kiev organization of the Writer’s Union of Ukraine created an  initiative group on making of the program of future national democratic association

	 November, 1988
	The first sanctioned ecological mass meeting where the appeals to set up the Ukrainian people’s front sounded 

	 November, 1988 
	Non-official meeting of the Writer’s Union of Ukraine created an initiative group for the organization of people’s front

	 February, 16 1989 
	The “Literary Ukraine” newspaper published the draft of Program of People’s movement of Ukraine for perestroika (NRU) according to the decision of Kiev organization of the Writer’s Union 

	Spring 1989 
	First alternative election of people’s deputies of the USSR, violations of the rights of citizens and radicalization of public opinion 

	Spring 1989 
	Nomination of the former dissident and future Head of NRU V. Chornovil at the election to Verkhovna Rada by 37 labour collectives in Lviv region in order to overcome the resistance of communist apparatchiks

	Summer 1989
	Miner's strikes throughout the USSR (in Vorkuta, Kuzbas, Donbas, Lvivsko-Volynsky coal-field) with economic demands  

	 August, 1989 
	Promulgation of the bill on the election of people’s deputies and its sharp critic in democratic circles  

	 August, 1989
	Volunteer work (“toloka”) on ten objects in the Podil area in Kyiv on the initiative of NRU (Rukh) and local communist party committees

	August / September, 1989
	Publication of an alternative bill on election, worked out by democratic forces, in two newspapers: “Leninist youth” and ”Literary Ukraine”; mass meetings on its support in many largest cities 

	 November, 1989
	Reinterment of the remains of famous Ukrainian writers and dissidents Ivan Stus, Y. Lytvyn and O. Tikhyi, who died in GULAG, on the Baikove cemetery in Kyiv

	 January, 1990  
	Living chain of unity between Kyiv and Lviv, organized by Rukh on the Day of reunification on western and Eastern parts of Ukraine

	 June, 1990
	The fifth session of the Big Council of Rukh determined on a complete state independence of Ukraine

	 July, 1990
	Decision of the Ukrainian intra-party Assembly (UMA) to start registration of citizens of UNR in order to delegitimaze communist rule

	September, 1990
	Grandiose political manifestation in Kyiv

	September 15, 1990 
	An occupation strike in Kyiv State University 

	October 1, 1990
	Beginning of the mass students’ starvation in the center of Kyiv

	
	Transference of the students’ starvation to the building of Verkhovna Rada (after the break-through the militia cordon)

	 October, 17 1990
	Adoption of the compromise decision of Verkhovana Rada with the promise to fulfill the students’ demands; cessation of the starvation 


The role of mass protests of the Ukrainian citizenry (“revolution on granite”)

The loudest and one of the most resultant actions (first of all in long-term dimension and in terms of influence on social conscience) was students’ hunger strike in the tent village in the Independence Square (then – the Square of October Revolution) right in the centre of Kiev in October 1990. It was organized by the Ukrainian Students’ Association and Students Brotherhood (Lviv). After 10 days from the start of the action 158 persons took part in it. Students came from 24 cities. Eleven deputies of Verkhovna Rada joined them. There were also deputies who categorically accused those politicians who admitted the possibility of the methods of political struggle that put under risk the lives of the young people. Fortunately, even the Communist majority in Verkhovna Rada was aware of the seriousness of the situation and agreed to pass the Resolution according to which demands of the hunger strikers should be met. Among those demands were: bringing the Constitution in conformity with the Declaration on State Sovereignty, passing the Law on parties and elections and holding elections on the multi-party basis in the nearest future; the non-signing of any union agreement in Moscow prior to the adoption of the new constitution of Ukraine; resignation of Vitaliy Masol, Head of the Council of Ministers. Only the last point was fulfilled. But the hunger strike roused Ukraine, awoke even that part of citizenry, which was still dormant in political sense, and in the long run secured staunchness and consistency of Ukraine in winning and standing up for its state independence. This was an act of civil courage, devotion and self-sacrifice that has inspired masses defend their rights, interests and aspirations. 

Under the pressure of students’ and other democratic movements in October 1990 the Verkhovna Rada of the Ukrainian SSR abolished Article 6 of the Ukrainian SSR Constitution, which asserted “the leading and guiding role” of the CPU. Amendments were introduced to the Statute of the Rukh and the Communists no longer could be its members since their headquarters were outside Ukraine. The “socialist pluralism” ceased to be obligatory formula and from now no organization was obliged to pledge that its members’ activities are conducted in behalf of socialism.
In Central and Eastern Europe “velvet” revolutions of the late 1980s gave birth to “the radical intellectual turn to the direction of civil society category” (John Keane). Something similar happened in Ukraine. Popularity of the term “civil society”, which interested both scholars and public leaders was in conformity to intentions of the substantial portion of the community to form genuine institutions of power, change radically the relations between the state and citizens, to provide people with the chance to make a choice and arrange life of their own accord, that met the ideological stage of the formation of this society. The next step had to be legal confirmation of intentions and institutionalization of new relations.
However, the wave of societal activism described above went down very soon under the pressure of lingering economic crisis and disappointment of ordinary people in the elites’ ability to govern effectively and honestly. In 1994 civil participation, as well as trust in civil organizations was not very high (see table 3) and the trend of their development was descending.

Table 3.

Participation of Ukrainian citizens in civil organizations (1994)

	Type of organization
	% of population, belonging to certain type of organization, 1994

	Professional associations 

(except trade-unions)
	3,3

	Trade-unions (except traditional)
	2,7

	Unions of creative workers
	1,2

	Sport clubs and organizations
	3,2

	Religious organizations and communities
	3,3

	Clubs on interests
	2,0

	Ecological organizations
	1,3

	Student and youth organizations
	1,7

	Political parties
	0,7

	Social and political movements
	0,4

	Civil organizations, associations, funds
	0,9


2.2.1 Establishing organizational political pluralism

Revival of civil life and political pluralism took part in parallel in 1988-90. Dissident human-right activist groups that were monitoring adherence to the humanitarian part of the Helsinki Agreements of 1975 were the first who appeared on the political scene. As early as in summer of 1988 the Ukrainian Helsinki Association (UHA) published its Declaration of Principles and started to act not as purely human-right one but rather as a political organization. The same year the idea of establishing a broad democratic movement similar to people’s fronts that appeared in the Baltic countries became very popular. Mass meetings were held in Lviv to support this idea. Various political forces took part in these meetings: from the Ukrainian Helsinki Association to urban Komsomol. Attempts to establish people’s front were also made in other regions of Ukraine, while members of Ukraine’s Writers Union in spring of 1989 put forward the idea of establishing the People’s Front of Ukraine for Perestroika.
In September 1989 the Founding Congress of the new mass association was held. The debate over its name ended with the decision to choose a non-confronting variant – People’s Movement of Ukraine for Perestroika, the Rukh in short, that meant simply “movement”. This fact is worth to be mentioned since it designates the specific feature of the development of civil society in Ukraine – its emphatic peacefulness. In the first years after its foundation the  Rukh was a mass, ideologically parti-coloured, nationally oriented organization, which from the beginning was an alternative to the Communist Party (though until October 1990 communists could be its members). In fact with the establishment of Rukh as an all-national organization political pluralism was legalized in Ukraine and foundations were laid for the creation of new parties. The Rukh was the main opposition force to the CPU in the electoral campaign of 1990 and it served as a core of Democratic Block, in which all oppositional forces were organized during the election.
The first stage of party building-process started soon. Many parties gemmated from Rukh and Rukh itself became party in 1992. Presence in its structure of different groups by ideology and political temperament made its division inevitable (see Fig. 3)
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Fig. 3. Political trends inside the Rukh (People’s Movement of Ukraine), 1989-1990

The creation of the multi-party system falls on the period after the elections of 1990 which stimulated the process. Constituent congresses that gave birth to oppositional parties were held in the period from spring 1990 to autumn of 1991, the first parties were registered in the fall 1990. Consequently, in the first years of independence the full spectrum of political forces was formed on programmatic/ideological and personality basis
. It represented practically all ideological positions – from extremely left-wing to extremely right (table 4).
Table. 4.

Principal positions of  political spectrum in Ukraine at the early 1990-s and their representative parties 

	Ideological positions
	Name of the parties and the year of their formation 



	1. Liberals 
	Liberal-Democratic party of Ukraine (LDPU, 1990); Liberal party of Ukraine (LPU, 1991), People’s party of Ukraine (NPU, 1990) 

	2. Pragmatic centrists  
	“Party of power” – non-structuralized ruling elite, that supported Leonid Kravchuk’s political course  

	3. Left-wing centrists (social democrats and oths)
	Party of Democratic Revival of Ukraine (PDVU, 1990), Social democratic party of Ukraine (SDPU, 1990), Green Party of  Ukraine (PZU, 1990); Ukrainian party of Justice (UPS, 1992)

	4. Moderate left-wing parties (socialists and oths)
	Socialistic party of Ukraine (SocPU, 1991); Peasant party of Ukraine (SelPU (1992); OSDPU (1990)



	5. Left-wing radicals (communists, including fundamenlist bolsheviks)
	Communist party of Ukraine (KPU, 1993);

Union of Communists of Ukraine (1992-92); Party of communists (bolshevic) of Ukraine (PC(b), 1993-94) 

	6. National democrats (reformers)
	People’s Movement of Ukraine (NRU, Rukh; existed as a party since 1993; as motion – since 1989), Democratic party of Ukraine (DEMPU, 1990), Ukrainian Peasant Democratic party (USDP, 1991) 

	7. National democrats (statists)
	Ukrainian Republican party (URP, 1990); Ukrainian Christian-Democratic party of Ukraine (UKHDP, 1990)

	8. National patriots (conservative nationalists)
	Ukrainian Conservative Republican party (UKRP, 1992); OUN in Ukraine (1992); Congress of the Ukrainian nationalists (KUN, 1993); Ukrainian National Conservative party (UNKP, 1992)

	9. Ukrainian radical nationalists
	Ukrainian national party (UNP, 1989-90); Allukrainian association for "State Independence of Ukraine” (DSU, 1990); Ukrainian National assembly (1991)

	10. Russian radical nationalists 


	RDK (Russian Movement (later – party) of Crimea), Civil Congress of Ukraine (GKU, 1992-93)


The most suitable definition for this initial period of parties-building process may be „ideological-romanticist” phase. This name underlines broadly spread attempts of political activists to form party associations of all known ideological and political trends, regardless of whether sufficient social and cultural conditions were present in the country or not. In addition, there was a few petty political parties on each position of political spectrum  - because of the personality-based method of their formation.  As a rule, party leaders demonstrated exceptional ambitiousness and were far from democratic culture of compromise. Each of them defended the small “truth” of his own and was not ready listen to others.

Retrospective estimation of this political diversity of colours is rather ambiguous. On one side, it was good that most new parties appeared from below, being products of public initiative. Activity of overwhelming part of non-left-wing associations was directed on dissemination of democratic ideas, support of market and democratic reforms. Without their presence on the political arena of Ukraine democratic transformation and maintenance of the state independence scarcely would be possible. But on the other hand, intensive party-building process had some negative consequences. One of them was an outflow of not very numerous civil activists to politics and as a result – “decapitation” (“decollation”) of civil society and lowering of its potential. In one's time this process took place in the countries of Central and Eastern European too.

More serious was the impact of endless partition, breaking and splitting up of democratic parties, pettiness and designing in of their leaders in the fight for leadership. Constantly demonstrating lack of ability to act together for the sake of publicly significant goals, they sowed disappointment and frustration of broader public, distrust in parties as democratic institutions, means of democratic politics and policy. Looking at this pied variety of parties and their struggle among themselves ordinary people became sceptical about their need for the state rule and in large numbers continued to vote for communists or for their closest heirs.

3 Political elites and society
3.1 Ruling political elite

A structure and functions of national elite in any country to a great extent depend on the stage of national state development. Ukraine was a newly born, post-communist and, in some sense, postcolonial state. This explains the appearance of that amalgam of problems that arose in the society in the early years of transition. Many of them were predetermined by underdeveloped internal structure of Ukraine’s society, its low level of consolidation and availability of large segments of upper stratum for whom national interests,  as well as democratic orientation were wholly alien. In fact, Ukraine encountered not only the problem of building a new state with democratic regime, but also the problem of creation a new leading layer – national elite – capable to effectively guide and direct the state-building process. This important stratum, if it is adequately developed in a society (such examples we have seen in a case of Baltic states), plays leading role in the formulation of national interests, identifying political values, establishing and managing political institutions, creating cultural and moral standards of political and social life. The national elite also provides for the resolution of conflict between selfish individual interests of people and common national interests for the sake of the last.
National elite is a broader notion than political elite. Political elite consists of people, exercising power, political influence, directly carries out political management of a society. National elite consists of the upper strata in different realms of society: arts and literature, science, religion, economics, politics. Its intellectual/ artistic segment was rather developed in Ukraine and many of its representatives were politically competent, patriotically disposed, inclined to build independent democratic state. Some of them were tried and hardened in the struggle against communist regime. They demonstrated courage and devotion in the late 80-s – early 90-s. It is due to their presence on the political scene of Ukraine – the country, unexpectedly for its friends and foes, but decisively, has chosen its own way and could hold out against the pressure of Moscow. But “good news” are ending at this point. Intellectual/ artistic elite may supply good agitators and inspirers, but not managers and strategic thinkers. For these tasks other parts of national elite are needed: statesmen, political and economic managers, as well as researchers in these fields that are going in step with time and science progress in their field. It is not to say that these groups were entirely absent in Ukraine. But their number was insufficient and their quality was unsatisfactory. And this was and still is a major problem of Ukrainian post-communist transition.
According to the theory of transition the major task of the first stage (of negotiations and compromises among elites) must end with the take-over of government positions by new, democratically oriented elite, which provides for carrying out radical institutional reforms. This was the case in the Central and East European and Baltic states. Old elites were substituted by the new in the first years of transition. Former counter-elites came to power for more or less lengthy period and began radical reforms. Russian counter-elite has no chance (and was not prepared) to assume power, but this was done by more radical groups of former communist nomenclature. After heading the state they began to work (especially in the economic field) after the prescriptions of experts-liberals. Instead,  in Ukraine, due to the concourse of circumstances, there was no elite replacement period of transition. As an independent state it inherited the communist-totalitarian nomenclature, which after the August of 1991 managed to recruit the majority of conformist leaders of the former counter-elite, in due time replaced the communist slogans by “national democratic” ones and adapted successfully to the new historical conditions. Such a “diffusion of power” sharply limited the potential of radical reform and the possibility of the effective activity of democratic institutions whose mission was to stimulate the democratic advancement of society.
As any other political elite, ruling minority that governed Ukraine in the first part of the 90-s consisted of two big strata: elite of power and elite of influence. The first group was composed of communist nomenclature on high political positions (officials, predominantly of the second echelon, which came to power after the break-down of the USSR and CPSU) while the second one was of comprised of the “red” enterprise directorate, kolkhoz-farm managers, and a large portion of “social scientists” (including economists), writing programs and speeches for their new bosses in harmony with predominantly outdated vision of their bosses.
Still, it would be a mistake to regard that these groups were homogeneous in their totalitarian perception and wholly anti-democratic. As in any transitional society ruling stratum in Ukraine consisted of hard-liners and soft-liners, of sovereign-communists and pro-(soviet)union groups. They included pragmatic people at the top and, especially, in the regions, and, except those belonging to radical left parties, were looking ahead, not backward, triying not only to adapt themselves to changing conditions but also to gain profit of them. As Ukrainian political scientists Volodymyr Polokhalo noted at that time,
“A widely-held view that the present elite… is all anti-democratic without any exception, because, allegedly, it is the old nomenclature that was formed on the basis of Communist totalitarianism and  managed to retain key positions in Ukrainian society is not quite true. One cannot fail to see the evolution of its pragmatic segment, first of all in the regions, which is capable to act in the conditions of competitive electoral struggle”.

Ukraine’s transition to democratic regime (like in most of other newly independent states), was guided by the old elites who embedded into new structures and relations. This way was the most long and difficult because keeping leading positions for a long time the old elite produces inhibitory action on the transformation process.
In countries like Ukraine, where old communist elites preserved their domination, the opportunities for radical economic reform in the first years of transition has been lost, state property was privatized slowly by nomenclature (inefficient in economic matters) and politics and economics fused, giving birth to the oligarchs – the new threat to fragile democratic institutions – that appeared in the late 1990-s, when the communist threat had become weaker. Post-communist countries with totalitarian and imperial past, “faced the immense, and perhaps impossible, task of constructing democracy, the market, rule of law, and civil society simultaneously under conditions of economic collapse and widespread popular immoderation”. Some of them, like Central Asian polities, “even lacked the skilled elites to contemplate such a heavy task”.
 Ukraine’s situation with the elite was one footstep ahead but it also was near desperate.

One can judge about the structure of the ruling elite and the opposition of that time by a very expressive data about social and professional composition of Verkhovna Rada of 12th (1st democratic) convocation (table 5).

Table 5.

Social composition of the Verkhovna Rada of the Ukrainian SSR in 1990.

	№
	Social origin of deputies
	persons
	%

	1.
	Secretaries of the central and regional committees of the communist party of the UkrSSR, party functionaries of local level (“partogs”,  political figures and so on)
	128
	28,4

	2.
	Directors of industrial enterprises
	55
	12,2

	3.
	Heads of legislative bodies and of their executive committees (Rady and vykonkomy) 
	44
	9,7

	4.
	Heads of other state institutions
	38
	8,6

	5.
	Heads of collective and state farms (kolkhozy and sovkhozy) 
	
	

	6.
	High state leaders and administrators (ministers, heads of committees etc.)
	19
	4,2

	7.
	The generals (army, KGB, militia)
	14
	3,1

	
	In the whole
	304
	72,8


3.2 Structures, political leadership, society
3.2.1. Form of a state rule. 
In the period under consideration the form of state rule in Ukraine was rather vague. Former soviet republic headed by the party (CPU) with the status of regional organization, formally ruled by soviets (“radas” of different level), which had duties but not real power, with masquerade “election” with one, party appointed candidate for one seat now had to turn into independent democratic state with effective authorities. The Declaration of independence, which started the constitutional process, declared division of the three branches of power. But their structure and interdependence of concrete organs and positions was being adjusted “on the march”, and not only as result of new legislation, but also accordingly to forcible decisions of some political leaders – in accordance with principle of political expediency.
At first, the newly born state looked like a parliamentary republic – as much as Verkhovna Rada had the attributes of a western-type parliament. Establishment of the Presidency in Ukraine was connected with political transformations in Russia and an urgent need to strengthen the state institutions for the sake of more effective domestic and foreign policy. Having this in mind, Verkhovna Rada on June 25, 1991 adopted the Decision “On election of the President of Ukrainian SSR” and soon – on July 5, 1991 – reaffirmed it by a few laws on the Presidency and election of the President of Ukrainian SSR. In accordance with them the President was the head of the state and of the executive power, he appointed Prime minister (in consent of the Verkhovna Rada) and representatives of the President in regions (later – Heads of Regional Administrations). The first President Leonid Kravchuk tried to use his powers “creatively”, pretending in some periods for direct rule of the Cabinet of Ministers, though this initiative has not been supported by Verkhovna Rada.
3.2.2. Leonid Kravchuk: democratic and authoritarian features in political behaviour of a national leader. 

Leonid Kravchuk was an embodiment of the best and, probably, the worst features of those political leaders who represented in Ukraine “soft line” of formerly dominating political force. His historical mission was not easy. Proceeding from numerous problems that aroused in the country in the late 80-s, Leonid Kravchuk as a leader had to combine in his activity the roles of two different kinds of post-soviet reformers: those of Michail Gorbachev and of Boris Yeltsin. The former was rather close to Kravchuk psychologically but the latter, on the contrary, was at a large distance from his mentality. And the role of a radical reformer has been played by him not very successfully. 
Like both Russian leaders, Kravchuk was apparatchik, serving at different positions in the communist Party of Ukraine (CPU) from 1979 until the August 1991. In 1989–1990 he held the highest ideological post of the CPU Central Committee – Secretary on ideological issues – and became a member of the Ukrainian Politburo. After the failed Soviet coup d’etat in Moscow in August 1991 he left the Party, supported the movement for independence and became the President of Ukraine for three and a half years. Before that he was the Head of Verkhovna Rada. When his predecessor Volodymyr Ivashko fled to Moscow at the end of June 1991, Kravchuk headed the highest body of the state authority. On this position he played the crucial role in the dissolution of the USSR and became a “midwife” of Ukrainian independent state. There is a full reason to speak about him as a person who managed to jump into the chariot of history in motion and acted henceforth as if he was its (history’s) real creator.

In the midst of perestroika Leonid Kravchuk, being a head of ideological department of the Central Committee of the Communist party of Ukraine (CPU), waged public discussions in behalf of the party against emerging oppositional movements. Three years later he unexpectedly became a national leader and – to some extent – a democrat. But he never was ready to change former communist system deeply and systematically, in accordance with the demands of the times, especially in economy. His leading positions in high party structures left its trace on his behaviour and policy. As a person Kravchuk was soft, flexible, sometimes – hypocritical, always ready to compromise, but he wasn’t ready to play a role of a radical reformer neither by his professional and political background, nor by his personal psychological characteristics.

The main tasks of Kravchuk’s era was to transform society with full etatization of economic and social life into one with private property, freedom of choice and entrepreneurship, and to preserve and strengthen state independence, of which he was responsible as its first President. 
As a statesman, Kravchuk was rather open (his crowded press-conferences were a normal feature of those days) and he was not involved in any rude arbitrary actions directed at curbing  democratization process. Authoritarian rulers, for example, typically try to dampen the organization and strengthening of independent party system. This was the characteristic feature of Yeltsin’s rule, as well as Kuchma’s behaviour in Ukraine, not to speak about outright dictators like Lukashenka in Belarus’. But this was not the case with Kravchuk. Constitutional process that started with the adoption of the Declaration on State Sovereignty on July 16, 1990 and terminated on June 28, 1996 by approval of the new Constitution of Ukraine, also went on more or less democratically in Kravchuk days. But on the whole state-building tasks overshadowed problem of democratization during the first years of independence. And democratic initiatives usually originated from oppositional forces, while Kravchuk’s unstructured “party of power” was fully plunged in economic matters, predominantly pursuing their private interests.
Economics with its shadow sector, “mafia” (a widely used term at that time) and corruption was, of course, the weakest point of Kravchuk’s rule. As “a wise man” (this is one of his most popular characteristics) Kravchuk understood that in order to keep the power in his hands he must help economically and politically powerful groups and persons to satisfy their appetites in the sphere of privatization – of course, at the expense of interests of the rest of society. At the same time he had somehow, with their help, to hold economy from full collapse. And probably he did not even pretend to lessen social burden of impoverished and grabbed people, because he was incapable of doing this – provided his class (professional) origin from nomenclature and the problematical post-colonial status of the country, in which he became a national leader by flow of events, and the weakness of state institutions. Neither was he able to resist to criminalization of economic and social life.
By no doubt Kravchuk was a democrat by default, occupying position somewhere in between “sovereign communist” and “national democrat”. Being a master of "sliping between the raindrops", he has made what he could and left the rest to his successors. He was not capable to give his name to the period of his presidency neither in positive, nor in negative meaning (like “kuchmism” became a name of authoritarianism constructed under the second President). But under his rule Ukrainians had very symbolic “kravchuchka” – a vehicle, used by numerous small traders in their shuttle-style small-business activity. That means that Kravchuks’ period really was a time of an economic survival first of all – of the nation and of the every citizen equally.  In political sphere uncertainty of transitional period allowed him as a president three times – in May, June and September of 1993 – to stand in Verkhovna Rada with the proposal about passing of all executive powers to his hands.  Legislative body turned down the proposals twice. However, in September 1993 Kravchuk realized his intention by President’s decree. This step, which was a sign of some authoritarian intentions of the leader, however, was futile. It helped him neither to decrease economic crises, nor to avoid pre-term presidential election of 1994. And Kravchuk has has extracted the lesson: he showed himself almost a real democrat agreeing (under the pressure of mining workers’ movement and of its political rivals) to go to pre-term election and to accept the defeat from Leonid Kuchma in civilized manner. 
3.2.3. Backgrounds and positions of other leaders and decision makers 
Except the President, official leadership that represented the ruling post-communist elite included such figures as Prime ministers, who changed very quickly; Heads and Deputy-Heads of Verkhovna Rada – among them oppositional leaders Ihor Yukhnovskyi and Volodymyr Grinyov; leaders of parliamentary groups and fractions (before 1994 – of majority and the opposition); most influential heads of the professional parliamentary committees and some most influential ministers and deputies.
Because of sharpening of economic crises and inability of government to cope with it, four Prime ministers superseded each other during the Presidency of Kravchuk: Vitold Fokin, former head of Gosplan in the UkrSSR; Leonid Kuchma, former director of the biggest in the former USSR missile plant within the military-industrial complex; Yefim Zviagilskyi, former director of one of the biggest and best equipped mining enterprises in Ukraine; Vitaliy Masol, party apparatchik, the former Chairman of the Council of Ministers of UkrSSR in 1987-90 years. The backgrounds of these “captains of economic reform” reveal the post-soviet understanding of the role of Prime ministers as technical managers. They were supposed to use their administrative talents and experiences for implementing efficient public policy, predominantly in economic sphere. Some of them were rather strong personalities but their skills and knowledge were outdated; they belonged to previous epoch. And even if they wanted very much, they hardly would be able to improve situation in economy.
A good example was Leonid Kuchma’s strive for extraordinary powers and his unsuccessful attempt to use them for renewing centralized management of national economy and stopping inflation through introduction of limits on wages, controlled credit emission, control over pricing etc. The law “About temporary abeyance of the powers of Verkhovna Rada and the President of Ukraine” that delegated legislative powers to him as a Prime minister for 6 months has been adopted on November 18, 1992. This was a kind of experimentation with transitional authoritarianism in existing – transitional and therefore hybrid by definition – political order. Without any doubt, it revealed authoritarian inclinations of Leonid Kuchma as a political leader that became even more vivid when he became a President. To the credit of Verkhovna Rada must be said that it refused to prolong this practice after its term expired.    
Chances of democratic transformation and the pace of transition largely depend on resources: material and human (social and cultural); on presence or absence of determined goals in the minds of elite groups and of the broader public; on international aid and context; on complexity of transitional tasks. In transitology the last factor found its expression in the concepts of double, triple and even quadruple – as in Ukraine – transformation. In countries with a quadruple transition the tasks of building the state institutions and of national consolidation (or, at least, building a political community) were of no less importance than transformation of political and economic spheres.
 For Kravchuk and other leaders of the early 90-s “quadruple transition” was not an abstract formula, but a hard pressure of economic, state-building and state preserving tasks in a regionally differentiated country, in front of which problems of democratic institutionalization was much milder and was allowed to develop spontaneously, with only minor supervision from confused and embarrassed ruling class. 

3.2.4. People’s attitudes and culture. 
Most part of the population (near 80%) shrink into lower class and were busy with finding their own ways of survival. In such circumstances there was no surprise of disappointment in “reforms” and “democracy”, as well as slow down of the influence of state authorities and democratic forces, usually blamed for the direction of reforms. For example, the national poll, conducted by the Institute of Sociology ASU and Ukrainian representation of the London department of Gallap’s service showed that 69% of respondents considered that country was moving in the wrong direction, 75% were unsatisfied with their standard of living, and 69 % fully or partially agreed that “life under Brezhnev rule was much better than today”. When asked what ways do they see out of current difficulties for themselves 11% planned to start their own business, 18 % - to find a new job and to enhance their qualification and 71% were either passive or ready for “mechanical” or destructive activity (Nelga’ words). The conclusion was made that consumerism, timeserving and nostalgia for the past predominated in people’s minds. The positive aspect of that time attitude’s was refusal from the extreme type of protest and preference to conventional forms of activity – participation in elections (46%), sending petitions, critical publications in press etc. 62 % of respondents considered that it is worth while to vote, 25 % – that it is not and 13 % – did not know; 19 % preferred to vote for concrete person, not for the party. Doctor of sociology O. Nelga represented this as a “hunger” for influential leaders
 – a kind of a “fixed idea” of Ukrainian sociologists, especially through the early independent years.  

There was much of lamentation among Ukrainian social and political scientists in 90-s about the passivity, selfishness and individualism of Ukrainian citizens who supposedly were unprepared to build civil society and democracy. Retrospectively such pessimistic judgements look mostly ungrounded. Of all the former soviet republics (except the Baltic states) Ukraine had perhaps the strongest political opposition throughout independent years, which was supported by ordinary people. That opposition was strong enough for preventing institutialization of a stable authoritarian regime, but not so integrated and vigorous that it could come to power in the 1990-s. For such characteristics there were different – economic, geographical (regional) and cultural differences of the country – reasons, far deeper than usually mentioned by sociologists at that time.

Transition after 70-years dominance of communist regime in its most severe totalitarian form required much more time than that from lighter forms of communist rule during shorter periods. Economic crash in Ukraine was of such a depth that it would force any people to care about physical survival first and about political activity – second. But probably there was one specific feature of Ukrainian mentality that may explain (to some degree, of course) relatively silent attitude of Ukrainian population, including inhabitants of western region, to economic stagnation and government incompetence at the beginning of 1990-x. I would define this feature as a clearly pronounced pragmatic type of culture. It generates disposition towards gradual changes that leaning on common sense and intuition, cautious approaches to innovations, inclination to resolve problems by means of “attempts and errors”. From this point of view, one of the thorny problems, upon which modern transformations could blunder in Ukraine, was a necessity to build ("construct") democratic and market institutions quickly and on rational basis. Domination of pragmatic culture makes people reluctant to the sharp changes and rationally selected charts of reformation. Of course, there were many other reasons for patience and peacefulness of ordinary Ukrainian people throughout 1990-s. But among them was the conviction of a rather big part of the population that a protracted way of transition to the new economic and political order is inevitable and that there is no place for rush.

3.3 Parliamentary election 1994 as litmus paper for  democratic advancement of Ukraine

There were (and still are) some regional differences in political culture and problems with national unity that became very visible in the presidential and parliamentary election of 1994.  By the beginning of electoral campaigns, the population of the country was divided into two political camps. One consisted of those who connected all hardships they suffered with “radical reforms” and nationalistic reformers (Kravchuk included) who supposedly “reduced the Union to ruin”, isolated the country from its former supply and consumer markets, and gave dishonest people free hand to grabble people’s property. They lived predominantly on the left bank of the Dniper-river and their choice on presidential election was Kuchma because of his pro-Russian orientation and promises to curb corruption. At parliamentary election they were ready to vote for communists for their anti-reform rhetoric and populist promises. The other camp included people, who saw no reforms in the country at all, valued highly state independence and were ready to suffer and wait for better times or try to resolve their problems by their own effort. They supported L. Kravchuk as a national leader, forgiving him all weaknesses as a statesman and forgetting all former critical estimation of his economic policies, and for national democrats (fragmented and weakened by that time), nationalists (which appeared by that time as an organized force) and “party-of-power” representatives to Verkhovna Rada.
The alignment of forces on political arena before the election 1994 was characterized by the presence of the influential communist block and smaller but no less active parties of all colors and positions.  There were right-centrist (liberals, national-democrats and conservatives) and far right opposition, represented by Russian and Ukrainian nationalists (both wings were not very influential). Almost all of them called themselves oppositional to the executive power, first of all – to the President and nobody wanted to be associated with the government. That may be explained, first of all, by government’s inefficiency in solving economic and social problems, especially in creating new middle class as a social basis of democracy, and in the impoverishment of great percentage of Ukrainian people.

In general, there were too many political cleavages and too many parties in Ukraine at that time, though they had too little impact on real politics. Irrespective of good or bad will of any political leader or organization there were also too many lines of division predetermined by social and political cleavages. They existed in the country “objectively” as a result of its post-totalitarian and post-colonial transitional status at the same time. Along time class ideology slowly vanished but not the orientation of a large portion of Ukraine’s population, especially in Eastern and Southern regions, on the former imperial centre, i.e. Moscow. Attitude of political actors to state independence of Ukraine remained an important criterion for political alignment. Structured political forces of anti-state (anti-independence) position were present at political arena. The disproportionably large “red” segment in Ukrainian politics speculated, first of all, on the issue of “re-union” and played specific role of the safeguard for preserving remnants of command economy and anti-democratic stereotypes in political consciousness and  behaviour. The division of political forces on “left” and “right” was ambiguous because of the conservative, pro-imperial and pro-totalitarian position of left-wing parties which remain “left” only in ideological meaning. But one specific feature of political alignment appeared in 1994: the tendency to lessening the polarization and appearance of actually two “centres”: one was ideological (somewhere between liberals and social democrats) and another – political. It reflected political distance from ruling “party of power” – non-structured yet ruling elite, which was centrist “by definition”. At that time this grouping had high level of identification but loose form of organization.

The electoral law adopted by the parliament in November 1993 in a haste and under the pressure of the strikes in the mining industry, was regarded later as a primary obstacle on the way of political structuralization and formation of more or less stable multi-party system. The main inadequacies of 1993’ law may be outlined as follows:

· Restrictive requirements with respect to the parties’ nominees. 
· Very liberal conditions of nomination for independents. 
· Electoral system of absolute majority without permission for failed candidates to participate in the repeat elections.
· Low levels of permitted electoral funds. 
By the election 1994 36 parties were officially registered in Ukraine. In pre-electoral months 28 parties asked Central Electoral Committee to register them for taking part in the elections. But when the final version of the law had been passed many of them lost any interest in advertising their activity and in promoting candidates as party’s nominees. Taking into account anti-party sentiments of the population in some regions, even members and affiliates of Communist Party, Rukh, and some other relatively influential parties run as independents.
The analysis of quantitative results of the first three rounds of election (March to November 1994) by positions of political spectrum gives the next picture:

· pragmatic and predominantly non-structured supporters of ruling elites (from Kravchuk’s and Kuchma’s “teams”) have collected the largest number of seats — over 140;
· left parties and their allies — near 130;

· independents — about 80 seats,
· right centrists (national democrats) — 36,
· right radicals — 11,
· left centrists (social democrats) — 8.
The most striking features of the 1994 election’s outcome were relative defeat of national democratic forces (less than 8% of seats), and  success of communists. Regional dispersion of communists elected, especially the number and proportion of communists elected in the East-Southern region was of special interest. 46 communist deputies came from two eastern oblasts of Donbas. It was about 70 per cent of all deputies from this region and more than the whole number of deputies elected in three oblasts of western Halychyna region. From the western part of Ukraine, which was usually portrayed as a “hot-pot” of radical nationalism, no more than six right-wing radicals had taken seats in the parliament. The majority of other deputies from this region represented moderate national-democratic forces whose nationalism consisted predominantly in defending national independence and state interests of Ukraine.

The results of the election in the country as a whole were the following (table 7).

Table 7.

Political Parties in Ukrainian Parliament after the election 1994.

	T i t l e   o f   t h e   p a r t y
	Its place in the political spectrum 
	number of seats in VR

(1994)


	1. CPU
	Communist Party of Ukraine
	Radical left
	90

	2. ChDPU
	Christian Democratic Party of Ukraine
	Right centre
	02

	3. CUN
	Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists
	Right 
	05

	4. DPU
	Democratic Party of Ukraine
	Centre
	03

	5. GPU
	Green Party of Ukraine
	Centre
	—

	6. LPU
	Liberal Party of Ukraine
	Centre
	—

	7. PERC
	Party of Economic Rebirth of the Crimea
	Centre
	01

	8. PL
	Party of Labour
	Centre
	05

	9. PPU
	Peasants Party of Ukraine
	Left
	21

	10. RUKH
	(PMU) People’s Movement of Ukraine
	Right centre
	22

	11. SDPU
	Social-Democratic Party of Ukraine 
	Left 
	02

	12. SNPU
	Social-National Party of Ukraine
	Radical right
	—

	13. SPU
	Socialist Party of Ukraine
	Left
	15

	14. UCRP
	Ukrainian Conservative Republican Party
	Right
	01

	15. UNA
	Ukrainian National Assembly
	Right radical 
	03

	16. URP
	Ukrainian Republican Party
	Right centre
	08

	17. PCU
	Civil Congress of Ukraine 
	Populist (right-left)
	02

	
	Total party members
	
	195


Only three parties were capable to establish parliamentary factions on one-party basis (Communist, Socialist parties and Rukh). There was no explicit ruling party or block after that election and no definite opposition in parliament. The relationships between executive and legislative branches of power continued to be unstable. Functioning of the latter was often unpredictable and unsatisfactory. The situation was complicated by the fact that President Kuchma who has won the election due to the support of the so called “red directors” started a search for the endorsement of moderate reformist forces. Left forces, on the contrary, began to treat him as a betrayer and declared about opposition to his course. Thus, there was an urgent need for the structuralization of legal, institutionalized, systemic ruling force and opposition.

Electoral campaigns in transitional societies are important landmarks on the way of entrenchment and stabilization (or, on the contrary, of degeneration and decline) of newly constructed political institutions. They reveal achievements of a society and its non-resolved problems, show the attained level of political democracy, cultural and moral climate in the country.
4 Some conclusions about the nature of political regime in Ukraine in 1990-1994

In the first stage of transition Ukraine remained politically stable in spite of continuous economic decline and widespread impoverishment. In spite of left-wing parties’ domination and inadequate electoral legislation (because of this domination) the electoral campaigns were conducted rather democratically. Numerous political battles, which developed around constitutional questions, also in general were made off peacefully. The various branches of the political elite have been prepared to compromise and halt political clashes before they reached crisis point. 

Freedom House scores for ‘political rights’ and ‘civil liberties’ in Ukraine of this period were rather high, allowing to qualify the country as “partially free”. As table 8 shows  political rights of Ukrainian citizens were at somewhat higher level than civil liberties. The worst situation, judging from later evaluations, always was with the rule of law. But there is no such data for the early 90-s, since the first report “Nations in transit” that uses this indicator was published in 1997. 

Table 8.

Democracy scores for Ukraine (“Freedom in the World”, 2000)

	
	91-92
	92-93
	93-94
	94-95
	95-96
	96-97
	97-98
	98-99
	99-00

	Political Rights
	3*
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Civil Liberties
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Status
	PF
	PF
	PF
	PF
	PF
	PF
	PF
	PF
	PF


* FH uses the scale from 1 (full democracy) to 7 (no democracy)

So, data of the table 8 testifies that that authoritarian symptoms in Ukraine were not very serious, but, of course they could not disappear in such a short piece of time. And there were other serious faults and negative tendencies in development of the country that endangered democratic developments. Among them may be placed the following:

· conservatism of ruling stratum, its irresponsibility and orientation at quick enrichment, as well as its insufficient receptivity to political and social innovations;

· persistently poor institutional performance; lack of qualified personnel and professionals to launch needed reforms;
· building democratic state institutions generally in democratic way, though in harsh and confrontation with radical left-wing forces;

· insufficient and declining influence of national democratic opposition, who was mistakenly blamed for all failures of domestic and foreign policy;
· slow pace of transformation;
· criminalization of economic and social life and corruption.

Informal practices of political life, typical for communist and to a certain extent for post-communist ruling elite revealed the availability of residual authoritarianism on the level of culture of ruling elite and its behaviour. It expressed itself in such stereotypical attitudes and forms of behaviour, as:
· assessment of certain political actions on the basis of their political expediency;

· refusal of statesmen and other public servants to resign voluntarily under any circumstances; they behaved in accordance with the assumption: „nobody gives up power voluntarily”;
· regarding judges and courts as handy „men” for executive power;

· the use of the so called “admin-resource” during election (that is, unlawful interference of the authorities with the electoral process, making pressure on the electors);

· overview of democracy as an unlimited expression of the will of majority;
· overview of a strong political leader as a person, capable to subordinate others to her will individually, without reference to law and  constitution.

Before CPU left its position of “ruling and guiding force” in 1990, residual authoritarianism was a dominating order, while democratic features of political life were delicate sprouts of an emerging new order. This point was vividly illustrated by an academician Ihor Yukhnovskyi when he described the election of 1990. Answering the question, whether leader of the oppositional Rukh V. Chornovil could won that campaign, he said:
“By no means. He was not a communist and this was a very significant moment. The point is that all directors of the enterprises were communists. The regime of regional and area communist party committees wholly dominated at the local level at that time. They controlled the situation inside the state. And to talk now that Chornovil could be chosen then the President means to fall into absolute utopia. As many votes as he collected then was the upper limit of his possibilities”.
 

Later, residual authoritarianism had a form of cultural and behavioural impregnation into the functioning of formal democratic institutions. Simultaneously, some features of anarchization of social and political life were noticeable. They were the outcome of the ruling class’ resistance to any attempts of setting elementary order either in economy, or in politics
 because it was much easier “to fish in muddy waters“.  All this has taken place against a background of a deep and lingering economic crisis that put the country and its citizens on the brink of survival. Apathy, declining civil activity and decrease in the influence of oppositional forces were predominantly connected with highly unfavourable economic conditions. But in spite of all obstacles and inconsistency Ukraine not only declared its intention to build democratic society but slowly moved to it – through debates, confrontations, and compromises (in the final stages of each “big battle”). Speaking about the initial stage of transformation one should not underestimate the importance of the new legislation on ownership, enterprising, and other economic laws; the significance of doing away with one-party system; adoption of laws about civil associations, parties and elections; about relations between the state and church; about the press. Gradually the “third sector” – the set of civil foundations and organizations was growing. 
Inferences derived from the early years of Ukrainian transition sometimes may lead to unexpected but in many aspects illuminating conclusions: that democratic institutionalisation, for example, may be most obviously endangered not by the high propensity of some old or new form of dictatorship (like in Russia) but by traditional for the country anarchization of a polity with all possible unpredictable consequences (some form of a temporary authoritarianism included). Still we are not assured whether indigenous empirical, democratic and, partially, anarchical way of thinking and doing has become an integral part of Ukrainian political culture and whether it may not be balanced by the ability and inclination to self-sustaining and independent forms of organization. Of course, post-communist stereotypes are on the surface and still play their destructive role. In addition, transition to democracy without clear-cut period of replacing old elites by new and low level of living of large percentage of the population may be the key factors that impede the attempts to stabilize democratic institutions.
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