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Re:

Donetsk Prosecutors, Courts Strike Back
  
Several prosecutors and courts recently decided high-profile cases in favor of individuals who were prosecuted when President Viktor Yushchenko came to power in 2005. At the same time, the Donetsk Regional Prosecutor’s Office and the Prosecutor-General’s Office, which is controlled by individuals hailing from Donetsk, are threatening prominent members of the Yushchenko team with imprisonment. They have re-opened closed criminal cases involving at least two of Yushchenko’s allies. Yesterday’s plaintiffs are becoming today’s defendants and vice versa.
   
Yushchenko’s allies say this is political score settling. Their opponents, however, maintain that justice is being restored. They are using to their advantage the fact that many of Yushchenko’s allies lost their immunity from prosecution by resigning from parliament in order to make it possible for Yushchenko to call an early parliamentary election. Ironically, a call for the full cancellation of the deputy immunity is one of the main slogans of the pro-Yushchenko Our Ukraine-People’s Self-Defence bloc and of their allies, the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc. Their opponents, the Donetsk-based Party of Regions (PRU), have only grudgingly obeyed Yushchenko’s early election decree, and they are in favor of preserving parliamentary immunity.

On July 19 the Supreme Court upheld a PGO appeal against the closure of a criminal case against Oleksy Ivchenko, the leader of the Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists (KUN) and a long-time ally of Yushchenko. The PGO suspects that Ivchenko embezzled state funds when he chaired the state-controlled oil and gas company Naftohaz Ukrainy in 2005-2006.

The PGO opened the criminal case against Ivchenko last February. At that time Deputy Prosecutor-General Tetyana Kornyakova told the media that top Naftohaz managers had illegally received bonuses and used charter flights for private needs. A district court in Kyiv closed the case, but now the PGO has re-launched it. KUN has described this decision as a “provocation.” A political analyst close to Yushchenko’s team, Vadym Karasyov, suggested that this move was in line with the PRU election strategy of portraying Yushchenko’s people as poor managers. Ivchenko was elected to parliament in 2006, so he only recently acquired immunity from prosecution.

Simultaneously, the PGO has resumed investigating a criminal case involving Andry Shkil, a former people’s deputy from Tymoshenko’s bloc. Segodnya, a newspaper linked to the PRU, reported this case under the headline “Andry Shkil May Face 12 Years in Prison.” Shkil is suspected of having masterminded a clash with police near the office of then-president Leonid Kuchma in March 2001, when he was one of the leaders of the opposition movement “Ukraine Without Kuchma.” According to Segodnya, it was PRU member Vladyslav Zabarsky who suggested in a letter to the PGO that Shkil’s case should be resurrected as he had lost his deputy immunity.

On July 19, the Donetsk Region Prosecutor’s Office released a statement saying that businessman Viktor Pinchuk, who in 2005 accused former Donetsk Region Council chairman Borys Kolesnykov of extortion, is wanted by police. The prosecutors said that Pinchuk is suspected of giving false testimony in Kolesnykov’s case. Kolesnykov currently manages the PRU’s election campaign.

Pinchuk accused Kolesnykov of extortion and abuse of power. Based on Pinchuk’s testimony, Kolesnykov was arrested in April 2005, but he was released after several months in prison as the PGO ruled there was no evidence of a crime. Pinchuk waged a media war on the “Donetsk clan.” He founded Anti-Corruption Fund and published a book, Donetsk Mafia, in which he accused Kolesnykov and his friend, Donetsk tycoon Renat Akhmetov, of crimes. A court in Donetsk banned the book as libelous. In a statement released on July 25, Pinchuk asked Ukrainian Ombudswoman Nina Karpachova for protection, complaining that Donetsk courts had seized all his property at Kolesnykov’s request. He said that Kolesnykov was guided by “personal revenge.”
Yushchenko has lost a defamation suit against a company whose billboards carried a cartoon of him dressed in a Nazi uniform ahead of his visit to Donetsk during his presidential campaign tour in October 2003. On July 20 a district court in Donetsk dismissed Yushchenko’s suit against the Plazma advertising company. Yushchenko in early 2005 asked the law-enforcement bodies to investigate Plazma’s activities, and he sued Plazma last November. Yushchenko is going to appeal, according to one judge.

Meanwhile, a “museum of Orange Revolution victims” is about to be opened in Luhansk, a PRU stronghold. Ukraina, a TV channel linked to Akhmetov, has reported that separate exhibitions in the museum will be about former transport minister Heorgy Kirpa and former interior minister Yuriy Kravchenko, who “died tragic deaths.” Both committed suicide when Yushchenko came to power. The museum has plans to tour throughout Ukraine, Ukraina said.
Re:
Ukraine’s 2007 Elections Will Also Decide Ukraine’s Next President
Ukraine’s September 30 parliamentary elections will decide the country’s next government and most likely determine the outcome of the presidential elections two years later. As seasoned Zerkalo nedeli commentator Serhiy Rakhmanin pointed out, the “pre-term parliamentary campaign gives [President Viktor] Yushchenko a great opportunity to launch the presidential campaign ahead of time.”


The conflated election campaigns have led to electoral populism. Yushchenko and his Our Ukraine-Self Defense (NUNS) coalition have launched a campaign to remove parliamentary immunity, a campaign issue last raised by President Leonid Kuchma in an April 2000 referendum. The Party of Regions, which now dominates parliament, replied by calling for the end of immunity for all officials – president, prime minister, judges, and deputies.


These moves should discourage corrupt oligarchs and businessmen from running for parliament and help separate business and politics. But the anti-oligarch election rhetoric does not square with the continued presence of oligarchs in both the Party of Regions and NUNS. Yuriy Lutsenko’s People’s Self Defense, Our Ukraine’s ally in the 2007 elections, was established by an oligarch, Davyd Zvannia. The Privat oligarchic group, allied to former senior Yushchenko adviser Oleksandr Tretyakov, has eight representatives in the NUNS list.


The leaders of Self-Defense claim to have reformed. Lutsenko admitted, “Yes. We are the only political force that publicly accepted its mistakes, including the choice of personnel, and cleaned out and renewed ourselves.” The party removed businessman Petro Poroshenko, whose name is associated with the corruption charges that led to the September 2005 political crisis.


According to Zerkalo nedeli, the NUNS election list was heavily influenced by Lutsenko and Ihor Kolomoysky, the controversial head of Privat. Thus the changes look more like musical chairs than cleaning house.


NUNS needs to regroup after Our Ukraine’s poor performance in the 2006 elections, when it obtained fewer seats than in 2002. The coalition also needs reinforcement to compete with the Yulia Tymoshenko bloc (BYuT), another veteran of the Orange Revolution. Finally, NUNS needs nation-wide support. Anti-oligarch and anti-corruption sentiment mobilized many western-central Ukrainians to participate in the Orange Revolution. These sentiments are not popular among voters in eastern Ukraine, who have had no qualms about voting for a convicted felon supported by oligarchs -- Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych.


Yanukovych’s Party of Regions has always included corrupt and discredited former Kuchma officials and oligarchs, such as Renat Akhmetov, who has ignored calls by the president to not run for parliament. Akhmetov ranks seventh on the Party of Regions election list.


NUNS has unequivocally stated that its election and future coalition partner is the BYuT. Senior NUNS leaders have publicly refuted suggestions that they may enter a coalition with the Party of Regions. Lutsenko has stated that NUNS would only enter a grand coalition if BYuT also agreed. Yushchenko has been less clear in his intentions. Following the 2006 elections Yushchenko sent two close allies to separately negotiate with BYuT and the Party of Regions, a strategy that he may repeat this year.


The parliamentary coalition established after the 2007 elections will heavily influence the outcome of the 2009 elections. With the prime minister’s position strengthened following constitutional reforms in 2006, the office is an even better launching pad for the presidency.

However, Yushchenko has proven unable to work with two of his three prime ministers, Yulia Tymoshenko and Yanukovych, because he sees both as potential competitors for the presidency. Ideally, Yushchenko would prefer that neither of them become Ukraine’s next prime minister. The Party of Regions is leading the polls, so the Orange camp is battling for second place. If NUNS places second, Yushchenko would likely chose a non-threatening technocrat, such as former prime minister Yuriy Yekhanurov, for the job.


If BYuT finishes second, as seems likely, Yushchenko could again be tempted to negotiate a grand coalition with the Party of Regions. His only condition would be that Yanukovych not be prime minister. Yushchenko has reportedly reached such an agreement through Yekhanurov, who has always been close to the Party of Regions, and presidential secretariat head Viktor Baloga.

This scenario poses three risks for Yushchenko.


First, forcing NUNS into a grand coalition with the Party of Regions might be more palatable than in 2006, as it would not include the Communists and Yanukovych would not be prime minister. However, it would split NUNS and prevent the planned post-election unification of its constituent members into a pro-presidential party and vehicle for Yushchenko’s re-election in 2009.


Second, it would push BYuT into opposition, where it has always felt rather comfortable. Tymoshenko was the only one of four opposition leaders who did not stand in the 2004 elections. If Tymoshenko was in opposition in 2007-2009, during which time Yushchenko supported a grand coalition, the president could lose orange voters.


Third, the Party of Regions could renege on any agreement to stand aside in 2009, and members could submit their own presidential candidate. Alternatively, they might find it difficult to persuade their voters to back Yushchenko, after seven years of hostile propaganda against him.


Yushchenko is convinced that the 2007 elections are the key to his re-election in 2009. But not repeating the same strategic mistakes made against Tymoshenko and Yanukovych in 2005-2006 will also play an important part in deciding Ukraine’s future.
Re:
Ukraine’s Elites Remain Above the Law
   
Ukraine’s orange elites are facing a growing scandal surrounding Yuriy Lutsenko, head of the pro-presidential Our Ukraine-People’s Self Defense bloc (NUNS). Lutsenko allegedly lobbied on behalf of Ukrainian New Telecommunications (UNTC) when he was interior minister. Lutsenko’s wife is UNTC’s financial director, and the company was established in 2005 by members of Lutsenko’s extended family from Rivne oblast. Lutsenko allegedly supported instructions to shift Interior Ministry cell phone contracts to UNTC.

The Lutsenko scandal suggests that Ukraine’s ruling elites remain above the law.

Since Ukraine became an independent state in 1992, only three senior Ukrainian officials have been charged and sentenced, two in Germany (Viktor Zherdytskyy and Ihor Didenko) and one in the United States (Pavlo Lazarenko). No senior Ukrainian officials have ever been charged inside Ukraine, in part because they possess parliamentary immunity.

In a June 20 address to the country, President Viktor Yushchenko called upon parliament to revoke its right to immunity as a step toward “overcoming parliamentary corruption.” He claimed that Ukraine’s parliament was the world’s most corrupt, a factor that negatively influenced the national interest and rule of law.

Yushchenko called for separating business and politics, saying, “People in big business should be separate from the political life of the country,” due to potential conflicts of interest.

Our Ukraine and the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc have both stated their readiness to voluntarily forfeit their immunity. NUNS is collecting signatures to hold a referendum on ending immunity, claiming that corrupt businessmen run for parliament to hide from the law.

Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych criticized these calls for action and accused the president of “populism.” He also pointed out that calls to revoke parliamentary immunity are regularly heard during election campaigns but quietly forgotten afterward.

As media restrictions have eased, the press has leveled accusations of abuse of office and corruption against the president’s son and other orange leaders. Consequently, the orange camp has adopted a two-pronged standard response of denying the media’s right to make such investigations and claiming that the accusations are part of a political conspiracy.

NUNS member Volodymyr Stretovych, head of the parliamentary committee to combat organized crime, has claimed that the latest allegations against Lutsenko are an orchestrated conspiracy against “one of the most popular leaders of the democratic camp.” According to him, the accusations against Lutsenko are the criminal world’s response to the prospect of losing parliamentary immunity.

However, ending parliamentary immunity is unlikely to remove Ukrainian elites’ legal privileges for several reasons. First, Ukraine inherited this political culture of elites being above the law from the Soviet era. Second, there is also a close link, particularly evident among the orange national democratic camp, between elites and the preservation of Ukrainian statehood. Yushchenko and his allies who went on to establish Our Ukraine opposed efforts to impeach former president Leonid Kuchma over the murder of journalist Georgy Gongadze, as they believe that the president represents the state and any undermining of his position would thereby undermine the Ukrainian state.

Third, the elites enjoy a strong degree of mutual solidarity. When corruption accusations were made against Yushchenko’s allies in September 2005 he agreed to launch an investigation, but he outlined its pre-determined conclusion by publicly declaring their innocence.
Two examples demonstrate the difficulty of breaking with the culture of elite immunity.

First, in 2005, Yushchenko bestowed Gongadze with the “Hero of Ukraine” title as he “gave his young life for our freedom and independence.” But then eighteen months later a presidential decree awarded a state medal to former prosecutor Mykhailo Potebenko, who reportedly covered up Kuchma’s involvement in Gongadze’s murder.

Second, Prime Minister Yanukovych has a criminal record. Yanukovych served two prison terms: in 1967-70 for theft and robbery and in 1970-1972 for the “infliction of bodily injuries of medium seriousness.” There were reports that a Donetsk oblast court had allegedly annulled his two convictions in 1978, but the relevant documents were found to be forgeries executed when Yanukovych first became prime minister after 2002.

Yushchenko has defended his nomination of Yanukovych as prime minister in August 2006, claiming he had little alternative. However, Article 12 of Ukraine’s 1993 law on State Service clearly states that persons with a criminal record cannot be appointed or voted into a government post. This seemingly would eliminate Yanukovych’s eligibility to be prime minister or president. Polls in 2004 found that 60-69% of Ukrainians believed that a former felon should not be president.

The Lutsenko corruption scandal will tarnish the orange camp going into the September 30 parliamentary elections. Lutsenko is close to Yushchenko, who is depending on him to improve the pro-presidential camp’s results in the 2006 elections, when it obtained only 14% of the vote.

Based on similar cases, no charges are likely to be laid against Lutsenko, and the culture of elite protection will not change even if parliamentary immunity is removed.
Re:
What Ideology Does BYuT Need? 

It is interesting to see such a lively debate in the Ukrainian media on the ideological orientation of political parties.  That Ukraine is gradually evolving towards a more ideologically structured political system was the aim of those political forces (primarily the opposition) who supported the April 2004 changes to the election law that made parliamentary elections fully proportional.
The evolution towards fewer and more ideologically drive political parties is a medium term process. The 2006 and 2007 elections will assist this evolution but the process will take time, just as it does in any democracy. 
What is surprising is to what degree there is so much focus in this discussion on the Yulia Tymoshenko bloc (BYuT). While I would never deny the need for such a debate one wonders why there is far less focus on the other main political parties in Ukraine.
In reality, the ideological orientation of all Ukrainian parties (and not just BYuT) are in flux. Many parties have long not adhered to their ideological principles (i.e. the Communists who are ready to collaborate with the oligarchs) or those who have betrayed their orange voters (i.e. the Socialists) in exchange for state positions. The Communist Party was always a virtual opposition party during the 1990s. Today, after the Communists and Socialists joined the Anti-Crisis coalition, what remains of any left-wing ideology in them?
The Party of Regions is the most confusing “party” of all in parliament. The very term “party” is an incorrect definition of what it constitutes the Party of Regions. The “party” unites ex-Communists, pan-Slavists, trade unionists, centrist reformers, corrupt ex-Kuchma officials, disaffected defectors from the orange camp, Donetsk regional nationalists, big businessmen and billionaire oligarchs. The Party of Regions resembles more an anti-orange popular front than a “political party”. Such a popular front could never hope to create a single ideological profile.
Our Ukraine-Narodna Samoborona is likewise a symbiosis. Our Ukraine itself was always composed of a national democratic wing that had grown out of Rukh and other national democratic parties who were closer in spirit to BYuT. It also included a pro-business wing that defected largely from the Kuchma camp after Viktor Yushchenko’s government was removed in April 2001. 
Since 2002 Yushchenko has fluctuated between these two wings of Our Ukraine, supporting at times cooperation with Arise Ukraine! protests while at other times seeking a parliamentary coalition with pro-Kuchma centrist parties. This fluctuation reached its apogee after the March 2006 elections when one wing of Our Ukraine negotiated a coalition with BYuT (through Roman Besmertny) and another wing negotiated a coalition with the Party of Regions (through Yuriy Yekhanurov). 
Our Ukraine went into the 2006 elections headed by its business wing (Yekhanurov). This year it is fighting the elections headed by its national democratic wing (Yuriy Lutsenko and Vyacheslav Kyrlylenko). 
Our Ukraine’s long standing multi-vectorism is compounded by the addition of Lutsenko’s  Narodna Samooborona to the Our Ukraine bloc. Lutsenko’s anti-corruption and anti-oligarch rhetoric is close in spirit to the program of BYuT. Yet, the president seeks to have close relations with big business and oligarchs, as testified by his second meeting with them in July.
Our Ukraine and Rukh have, it is true, long had observer status in the EPP. At the same time,  their ideological profile is not clear cut. Our Ukraine-Narodna Samoborona has set for itself the task of building a center-right party by merging its constituent parties after the elections.
 Why then is the Kongres Ukrainskykh Natsionalistiv (KUN) a member of the Our Ukraine-Narodna Samoborona bloc? KUN is closer to the populist nationalist right found in Austria, Italy, Belgium, Denmark, Poland and Slovakia than to the center-right parties that belong to the EPP. If KUN had deputies in the European Parliament they would be  members of the Union for Europe of the Nations faction, not the EPP, where they could sit alongside similar parties, such as Italy’s Alleanze Nationale.
Mr. Sokolovsky also takes too narrow a view of Conservatism in Western democracy. In reality there are many differences and nuances. 
The US Republican Party, for example, has little in common with most parties in the EPP. Americans are far more religious than Europeans: sixty percent of Americans regularly attend Church compared to only 20 percent in Europe. Little wonder therefore that religion plays such an important role in American political and social life, including in the Republican Party. 
There were close similarities between the old Republican Party of Ronald Reagan and that of Margaret Thatcher’s Conservatives. Today, there is little that the high government spending neo-Conservative US Republican and the Thatcherite, British Conservatives have in common except that they are both labeled as “Conservatives”.
The British Conservative Party was a status quo party until the 1970s. But, this fundamentally changed with the election of Margaret Thatcher in 1979. 
Thatcher was very against maintaining the status quo. She represented a wing of the British Conservative Party that wished to change the status quo in a very radical way. Nicolas Sarkozy is a contemporary adherent of this radical Conservatism that is against the status quo and seeks deep reforms. Both Thatcher and Sarkozy believe such fundamental change would reinvigorate Britain and France’s national identity.
Both Thatcher and Sarkozy were opponents of those who represented the status quo wing of the British and French Conservatives (Edward Heath in Britain and Jacque Chirac in France). In Britain the status quo Conservatives were labeled “Wets” and the reformers “Dry-es”.
The Socialist International (SI) unites mainly unreformed center-left parties. The British Labor Party (“New Labor”) is a member of the SI because of long standing tradition. Nevertheless, the policies pursued by Tony Blair and Gordon Brown have more in common with Bill Clinton’s Democratic Party than the constituent parties of the SI. The Labor Party became New Labor in the 1990s because it had to change if it wanted to win an election, which it did in 1997 when New Labor came to power.
The only political forces interested in fundamental change and in upsetting the corrupt status quo in Ukraine are BYuT and the national democratic wing of Our Ukraine-Narodna Samoborona. These are Ukraine’s closest equivalents to the anti-status quo Thatcher or Sarkozy. Those millions of Ukrainians who stood on the Maidan in winter 2004 also stood for change and against the status quo. 
The business wing of Our Ukraine and the Party of Regions are the adherents of status quo politics in Ukraine. It is they who do not seek any fundamental changes of the political-economic system introduced under Kuchma.
Ukraine needs fundamental change, just as did the “sick man of Europe” that Britain was called in the 1970s and France is called today. The Orange Revolution promised Ukrainians change. 
Fundamental change and reform is what one wing of Western European Conservatives represented by Thatcher and Sarkozy stand for. It is this tradition, which represents one wing of the EPP, that best fits BYuT – not the stagnant Socialist International. 

BYuT made the right choice in opting for the EPP and not the SI.
Reply to Oleksandr Sokolovsky (Ukrayinska Pravda, 9.08.2007)
Re:
Injured Male Ego’s and Narcissism in Ukrainian Politics
I had thought it was now too difficult for Ukrainian politics to continue to shock me. The last 3 years events (2004 election fraud, Yushchenko’s poisoning, orange in-fighting, strategic mistakes by the president, Moroz’s defection and the return of Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych) were enough shocks to last a life time. 

But, I was very wrong. Last summer I was watching Channel 5 in the British city of Nottingham when I fell off my chair after seeing Moroz defect to Yanukovych.  When I read the Party of Regions list for the 2007 elections and saw Serhiy Holovatiy alongside Taras Chornovil and Sergei Kivalov I was not shocked, just very depressed. The question that crossed my mind, and the opinion of those whom I asked about Hoovatiy’s “re-birth” in Regions, is whether there are any morals in Ukrainian politics?

Perhaps the question is redundant? A question only to be asked by a member of the diaspora which is always accused of looking at Ukraine (as are all diaspora’s) through romantic, rose tinted glasses? 

Maybe there never was any morality in Ukrainian politics and the orange revolution was just a pipedream, an aberration from the usual course of immorality?

The well known Kyiv writer Mykola Ryabchuk stayed with us this week. I had asked him to bring two newly published books from Kyiv: Boris Berezovsky’s Moy Maydan Nezalezhnosti and Leonid Kuchma’s Posle Maydana. I was surprised at the title of Kuchma’s book. Mykola had jokingly written a few years ago following Kuchma’s 2004 Ukraina – Ne Rosiya that his next book would be entitled Ukraina – Ne Zimbabwe. 

In Russia when Vladimir Putin had granted immunity to Boris Yeltsin he had expressly told him to not publish or comment to the media. Molodets. Yeltsin had kept his side of the bargain. Yushchenko obviously was more generous in his immunity deal with Kuchma and in the last two years we have had the ex-president regularly commenting on Ukrainian politics. 

This is a person who has no moral authority to comment on anything! At least that is what I, as a Westerner, think. This is obviously not true of all Ukrainians. Kuchma’s book launch was attended not only by the usual sycophants but also by members of the national democratic camp – Ivan Drach and Ihor Yukhnovsky.

Kuchma’s Posle Maydana has an interesting episode that perhaps says a lot about Yushchenko’s duplicity towards his voters:

I remember the election speeches of Yushchenko and his team at numerous meetings. And, even on television advertisements. They all began and ended with the same thing: the authorities are bandits, away with the authorities! Yushchenko told me during the presidential campaign: ‘Don’t listen to what I say about you and about the authorities at meetings. Don’t give it any significance. Don’t take it to heart. This is politics’. I did not respond to this but felt that the whole thing was rather comical.’

But, lets return to Holovatiy. 

Firstly, it is worthwhile pointing out that he is not unusual in his immorality (as the Yushchenko quote shows). I have a list that I drew up a few years ago of similar defectors. They all share commonalities and it is not necessarily money. Anatoliy Kinakh, Oleksandr Lavrynovych, Ivan Bilas, Taras Chornovil, Moroz, Holovatiy and many others all have one thing in common: they are male and have bruised ego’s, injured male pride and immaturity. If they don’t get what they want they say ‘To hell with you’ and defect to the other side. I suspect that this is more of a psychological issue than a financial one (although I am sure money sometimes crosses hands).

I have known Holovatiy since 1991, meeting him on occasion when he visited Britain, usually on an invitation to an event dealing with legal issues. In 1992 I asked my wife, Oksana, to drive him to the airport which she agreed to do. The problem was that Holovatiy confused the airport he was flying from (Gatwick, not Heathrow) which added an extra two hours to the journey.

On another occasion I took Holovatiy to meet the former Russian dissident Vladimir Bukovsky in his Cambridge home. Bukovsky is now a candidate in the 2008 Russian elections. 

My most recent memory of Holovatiy was when he gave a talk in 2003 to the Centre for Russian and East European Studies at the University of Toronto. Then he was a member of BYuT and a radical anti-Kuchmaite. Usually speakers sit in the room with the chairperson awaiting listeners to arrive. Once the allocated time has been reached the chairperson launches the event. Not on this occasion. Holovatiy waited in the corridor and only after everybody was sat down did he made his grand entrance into the room. The only thing missing was an orchestra to announce the arrival of “royalty”.

This was a reflection of Holovatiy’s arrogance and ego. In April over drinks in Kyiv, Stepan Bandera pointed out to me that he had watched Holovatiy on television during the crisis and concluded that he is somebody who is in love with himself. Narcissism is defined in the dictionary as “excessive self-admiration and self-centeredness”. This describes Holovatiy.
Holovatiy had every right to criticize Yushchenko’s decree disbanding parliament. But, the right decision would have been not to stand in this years pre-term elections (especially as he had claimed they were illegal). Instead Holovatiy decided to join the Party of ex-Kuchmaites, Regions. In the process he has totally discredited himself. 
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