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Abstract 
 
The paper analyzes and compares how 
the power elite in post-Soviet Russia 
and Ukraine exercise their power in 
order to shape voters’ behavior and 
win the elections. While approaching 
this question, the author analyzes 
common strategies employed by the 
ruling elite in Russia and Ukraine: 
control over media, abuse of the so 
called “administrative resource,” 
suppression of opposition, and 
manipulation of opinion polls results. 
However, the elections led to different 
results: in the case of Russia 2000, the 
incumbent regime reached its goal and 
won the elections, whereas in the case 
of Ukraine 2004, the power elite lost. 
Given the power elites’ similar 
approach to shaping voters behavior, 
the paper attempts to answer why the 
outcomes of the two elections in 
question differ and what it tells us 
about democratic development in these 
two countries. 

I
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t
   

Introduction 
 

This study concentrates on the analysis 
and comparison of two presidential 
elections: Russia in 2000 and Ukraine in 
2004. The reason behind this choice is the 
author’s belief that both events marked a 
turning point in the modern political 
history of those countries. The Russian 
and Ukrainian presidents, Boris Yeltsin 
and Leonid Kuchma respectively, had 
served two terms and were about to leave 
their offices. Besides, as we argue here, by 
the end of the second term in office, these 
presidents shared common fears and 
security concerns related to the protection 
of the [political] “family” business which 
would be threatened if an ‘unfriendly’ 
candidate came to power.  

 
The research reveals similar patterns in 
applying electoral strategies by elites in 
Russia 1999-2000 and Ukraine 2004. 
These strategies are the following: 
establishing control over the media, 
suppressing opposition and resorting to 
the abuse of administrative resource. 
Considering such similar approached to 
elections, the work attempts to answer a 
set of its key questions: why were the 
outcomes of these two elections so 
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different? Why did the Russian authorities 
win the 2000 elections, and their 
Ukrainian counterparts lose? What can be 
learned from the Ukrainian election and 
what are the future implications for ruling 
elites in other post-Soviet countries? 
 
When describing the strategies applied by 
elites during Russian and Ukrainian 
elections we use several terms: political 
technologies, electoral techniques, 
election/electoral strategies, and 
manipulative measures. In the context of 
this paper these terms mean the same, and 
they are aimed at shaping the behavior of 
the electorate in the presidential elections 
analysed here.  

 
Where did the Transition go: the state of 
democratic development in Russia 2000 
and Ukraine 2004 

 
 Russia and Ukraine chose the path of 
democracy after the collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991. By the end of the 90s both 
countries had undoubtedly made certain 
steps away from the Soviet model of 
governance that is nowadays referred to 
by many as a totalitarian regime. At the 
same time, neither Russia nor Ukraine 
prior to the presidential elections of 2000 
and 2004 respectively had reached a 
consolidated democracy in its classic 
interpretation. Juan Linz and Alfred 
Stepan identify “consolidated democracy” 
as a political situation where democracy 
becomes “the only game in town.”1 

                                                
1 Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan, Problems of 
Democratic Transition and Consolidation: 
Southern Europe, South America, and Post-

According to the authors, transition to 
democracy is complete when the 
“government comes to power that is the 
direct result of a free and a popular vote.”2 
Discussions on where the democratic 
transition went in post-Soviet countries, 
including Russia and Ukraine, are still 
taking place. Scholars are divided. Some 
believe that the transition is over, while 
others argue that it has not yet been 
completed. Oleh Havrylyshyn is one of 
those arguing that the transition to 
democracy in some post-Soviet countries, 
like Russia and Belarus, is over.3 By that 
he means that those countries have turned 
away from a democratic path, and will 
never, or not in the near future, be back on 
the same track. While being less 
categorical regarding the future of post-
communist transition as Havrylyshyn, 
Volkov and Ryabchuk refer to the post-
Soviet regimes of Russia and Ukraine as 
authoritarian and semi-authoritarian rules 
respectively.4 At the same time, the 
majority of scholars remain more 
optimistic arguing that the transition 
towards democracy is a time-consuming 

                                                              
Communist Europe, (The John Hopkins University 
Press, 1996), (part 1), 5.   
2 Linz and Stepan, p.3. 
3 Oleh Havrylyshyn, academic lecture at CREES, 
University of Toronto, Fall 2004.  
4 Vladimir Volkov, “Russian President Putin Moves 
Toward Authoritarian Rule,” World Socialist Web 
Site, 3 June 2000, available at 
http://www.wsws.org/articles/2000/jun2000/put-
j03.shtml.  
Mykola Ryabchuk, “From ‘Dysfunctional’ to 
‘Blackmail’ State: Paradoxes of the Post-Soviet 
Transition” (Text of the 38

th 
Annual Shevchenko 

Lecture, delivered by Mykola Ryabchuk at the 
University of Alberta on March 14, 2004).  
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process and, therefore, still underway in 
Russia and Ukraine.   

 
Alternatively, Andrew Wilson and 
Michael McFaul identify post-Soviet 
countries as those developing their own 
types of democracy. In his book Virtual 
Politics, Wilson refers to Russia and 
Ukraine as ‘directed’, ‘virtual’ or ‘faked’ 
democracies.5 He argues that much of 
what passes for democratic participation 
in these, and most of the countries of the 
former Soviet Union, is entirely fake, a 
carefully choreographed performance 
designed to maintain the political status 
quo.6 At the same time, Wilson tries to 
remain as optimistic as possible stating 
that democracy in countries like Russia 
and Ukraine is not yet dead, “it is just 
distorted.”7 Michael McFaul calls Russia a 
‘managed democracy’– judging by the 
way the elections are conducted there.8  
 

Thomas Carothers argues that in the late 
90s both Russia and Ukraine “have 
adopted the institutional forms of 
democracy, including regular elections, 
yet they manipulate the political process 
and the degree of political liberty 
sufficiently to ensure that their basic hold 
on power is not threatened.”9 Carothers’s 
argument corresponds to Andrew 
                                                
5 Wilson, Virtual Politics.  
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid., p.273.  
8 Michael McFaul, “Unfinished Business In 
Europe,” The Washington Post, Washington: DC, 
September 22, 2002. 
9 Thomas Carothers, "Western Civil Society Aid to 
Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union," East 
European Constitutional Review 8, no. 3 (Fall 
1999).  

Wilson’s statement that, in post-Soviet 
countries, the final act of voting could 
remain relatively ‘free and fair’ after the 
struggle for voters’ attention is won.10 In 
other words, in post-Soviet “managed 
democracies” it is the pre-election stage 
that matters. It is during this stage that the 
ruling elite struggle to shape the 
electorate’s behavior, and the opposition 
struggles to contest the power of the 
authorities.  

It is normal practice in truly democratic 
countries for the elite to attempt to shape 
the electorate’s behavior to a larger or 
smaller extent in order to win elections. 
However, as this paper highlights, the 
elections in Russia and Ukraine were 
characterized by widespread usage of 
undemocratic ways of shaping the 
behavior of voters, forcing them to betray 
their true political beliefs. Such force may 
be implemented through misinformation 
and even threat from those in power. 
Undemocratically conducted elections, as 
the 2004 presidential election experience 
in Ukraine has shown, do not always lead 
to undemocratic outcomes. Therefore, this 
paper aims to discuss and compare how 
and why undemocratic ways of shaping 
voters’ behavior led to different election 
outcomes in Russia 2000 and Ukraine 
2004.   

It is important to point out that in nascent 
democracies like Russia and Ukraine, it is 
not only elections that primarily embody 
the virtual nature of politics. The generally 
democratic façade of these states’ politics 
has been reached by adopting institutional 

                                                
10 Wilson, 90.  
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forms of democracy, including regular 
elections, and allowing a certain degree of 
political liberty.11 This façade according to 
Carothers, has been “enough to gain 
international legitimacy and to relieve 
domestic political pressure.”12 However, 
in practice these countries politics remain 
conducted with the exercise of “informal 
mechanisms of control” over the state 
institutions.13  

Given the rather artificial nature of 
Russian and Ukrainian politics in the 
period in question, Mykola Ryabchuk 
chooses to avoid applying the term 
“transition” when describing the shift 
from the Soviet style totalitarian regime. 
To support his statement, the author 
argues that what had been happening in 
Russia and Ukraine prior to the elections 
in question contradicts the definition of 
“transition”, which linguistically implies a 
"smooth, evolutionary and rather 
unproblematic, i.e., basically 'technical' 
shift from one type of societal 
organization to another."14  

The different outcomes of the elections in 
Russia 2000 and in Ukraine 2004, which 
was arguably a democratic standstill in the 
former and a democratic breakthrough in 
the latter, proved that these two countries 
suddenly appeared to be in different stages 
of transformation from the Soviet style 

                                                
11 Carothers, 1999. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Keith A. Darden, "Blackmail as a Tool of State 
Domination: Ukraine under Kuchma," East 
European Constitutional Review 10, # 2–3 (Spring–
Summer 2001).  
14 Ryabchuk, “From ‘Dysfunctional’ to ‘Blackmail’ 
State”,,.1. 

totalitarian regime. This implies that, 
unlike in Russia 2000, the 
undemocratically conducted but 
democratically ended presidential 
elections in Ukraine 2004 marked a 
turning point in the latter country’s 
transition to democracy. 

Candidates Chosen by Power Elite  
 
The first evidence of the undemocratic 
treatment of the electorate in both 
countries was the attempts by the 
incumbent presidents, Boris Yeltsin of 
Russia and Leonid Kuchma of Ukraine, to 
promote and prioritise candidates they [the 
incumbents] wanted to see as successors, 
openly disregarding democratic standards. 
These candidates were Vladimir Putin in 
Russia 1999 and Viktor Yanukovych in 
Ukraine 2004. Before discussing the ways 
the ruling elites promoted their candidates, 
it is worthwhile to list the concerns of 
incumbents and those surrounding them 
and electoral preferences prior to these 
elections.  
 
The idea of incumbents serving third 
terms in office, which has been popular in 
some post-Soviet countries,15 was not 
overwhelmingly supported in either 1999 
Russia or Ukraine 2004. In Russia, such a 
                                                
15 On November 27, 2005, Armenia held a 
referendum on amendments to the 1995 
Constitution. The result of the referendum enables 
current president Robert Kocharian to run for a 
third term in 2008. On December 4, 2005 Kazakh 
president Nursultan Nazarbaev was re-elected to 
serve a third seven year term in office. Belarusian 
president Alexandr Lukashenko also received a 
right to run for the third term as a result of a 
referendum and was re-elected for another 7 years 
on March 18, 2006. 
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decision was made as a result of the 
deteriorating health of the incumbent 
president Yeltsin. In Ukraine, the idea of 
Kuchma running for a third term was 
rejected due to his dramatically decreasing 
popularity16 after the country was 
overwhelmed by political crisis following 
the disappearance and mysterious murder 
of journalist Georgy Gongadze.   
 

It appears that those surrounding the 
incumbents in both Russia 1999 and 
Ukraine 2004 expressed similar fears and 
security concerns related to the protection 
of “family” businesses. Therefore, it was 
important for representatives of the 
“family business” to search for reliable 
candidates who would guarantee future 
economic security for incumbents and 
those surrounding them. It was decided 
that both candidates who were promoted 
by the power elite, Vladimir Putin of 
Russia and Viktor Yanukovych of 
Ukraine, paved their way to the 
presidency through the prime minister’s 
chair. Both Putin and Yanukovych were 
relatively new politicians to the majority 
of the electorate, making it easier for the 
incumbents to create their images as the 
best candidates for the presidential chair.   

                                                
16 According to various sociological surveys the 
level of distrust of president Kuchma fluctuated 
between 51-71% amongst those questioned in 2003 
– a year when the idea of Kuchma running for the 
third term was discussed. (Source: Institute of 
Politics, available in Ukrainian at 
http://www.tomenko.kiev.ua/cgi/redir.cgi?url=pk-
17102003.html and 
http://www.tomenko.kiev.ua/cgi/redir.cgi?url=pc07
-2003-05.html).  

It is believed that Putin’s lack of charisma 
and also his ascetic nature helped his rise 
to power,17 solving major Kremlin 
concerns about “who could win the 2000 
presidential elections and how the victory 
could be achieved?”18 Vladimir Putin 
appeared on Russia’s public political stage 
in August 1999 when he was appointed as 
the country’s prime minister. Initially, he 
was seen as ‘just one more premier in a 
long line’19 of constantly changing prime 
ministers.20 Besides, the appointment of a 
person who had previously worked for the 
Soviet security service (the KGB) and had 
recently been in charge of its Russian 
equivalent (the FSB), was considered by 
many as “something of a joke.”21 
However, the relatively young (48 years in 
1999) Putin, who had a rather limited 
political biography and a non-existent 
position statement, personified what could 
be called a Russkoe Chudo (Russian 
Miracle) after his popularity skyrocketed 
from 2% in August 1999 to 41% in late 
December 1999.22 The Russian Prime 
Minister left behind his potential 
opponents - Gennady Zyuganov, Yevgeny 

                                                
17 Shevtsova, “From Yeltsin to Putin,” 71.  
18 Richard Rose and Neil Munro eds., Elections 
Without Order: Russia’s Challenge to Vladimir 
Putin, (Cambridge University Press, 2002), chap. 4, 
90.  
19 Lilia Shevtsova, ”From Yeltsin to Putin: The 
Evolution of Presidential Power,” in Gorbachev, 
Yeltsin and Putin : Political Leadership in Russia's 
Transition, ed. Archie Brown and Lilia Shevtsova,, 
(Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
2001), 30. 
20 President Yeltsin changed five prime ministers in 
less than 18 months (1998-99). 
21 Shentsova, 30 
22 Levada Centre, available at 
http://www.levada.ru/press/2000022401.html  
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Primakov and Yuri Luzhkov in the 
presidential elections. The popularity of 
the latter candidates in August 1999 was 
19%, 15% and 8% respectively, and went 
down to 12%, 7% and 2% in December 
1999.23 Overwhelmingly supported by the 
Russian population, Putin also embodied 
the ruling elite’s view of the “friendly 
candidate,”24 who would guarantee their 
problem-free future. Besides, the young 
and physically strong Putin could be 
easily contrasted with the old and fragile 
Yeltsin whose ruling was associated by 
many with his drinking habits, which 
undermined the country’s image on the 
world arena. Taking into consideration 
this negative image of the incumbent 
president, the new Kremlin boss came to 
embody both continuity and change: while 
he was linked with the past, he also 
signified a sharp break from it. 

 Putin’s popularity was added to by his 
chosen strategy of a ‘no-campaign 
campaign.’ Rose and Munro compare 
Putin with Tony Blair and Bill Clinton, 
who also presented themselves as “leaders 
of all people”. This strategy helped to 
avoid engaging with traditional political 
issues, including a critique of the policies 
of Yeltsin administration.   

 Due to Yeltsin’s early retirement, the 
2000 presidential elections were held 
earlier than planned - in March instead of 
June. This change of date arguably 
benefited Putin’s victory, as his popularity 
could have decreased by the summer 2000 
as fast as it sky-rocketed in August 1999-

                                                
23 Ibid.  
24 Rose and Munro, 89. 

January 2000. In other words, if 
presidential elections in Russia were held 
at their originally scheduled time, it would 
have decreased the power elite’s chances 
of shaping the behaviour of the electorate. 
Therefore, in due time, ailing incumbent 
president Yeltsin handed the country's 
leadership over to the virtually unknown 
former intelligence officer Vladimir 
Putin.25 

Yanukovych, similarly to Putin, was 
relatively new to the general voting 
population in Ukraine. Prior to his 
appointment as Prime Minister (21 
November 2002), he headed the Donetsk 
regional administration (1999-2001).26 
During the Ukrainian presidential 
campaign, voters were presented with a 
'slightly revised' version of Victor 
Yanukovych's biography, the basis of 
which was the American dream myth.27 
This was a story a ‘self-made’ person who 
experienced a difficult childhood and went 
up the career ladder from a metal worker 
on the state enterprise to the Prime 
Minister of the country.28 However, it 
appears that Yanukovych was the wrong 
choice due to his affiliation with the so-
called “Donetsk Clan”, a group of 
entrepreneurs of the coal-rich Donetsk 
region who gained their capital through 
semi-legal means. In addition, one hidden 

                                                
25 Heisli and Reisinger, 7.  
26  Biography of Viktor Yanukovych is available at 
http://vybory.osp-ua.info/ch-5_fl-Yanukovych.html  
27 Olena Yatsunska, “The Myths of 2004 
Presidential Election Campaign in Ukraine,” 
unpublished paper, presented on November 29, 
2004, at Center for Russian, European and Eurasian 
Studies, University of Toronto.  
28 Biography of Viktor Yanukovych. 
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detail of Yanukovych’s biography came 
out in the course of the campaign - his 
criminal past29 - significantly reducing the 
number of his supporters. Even an attempt 
by his team to compare Yanukovych with 
Czech President Václav Havel, who spent 
5 years in prison for anti-communist 
feelings, did not save his reputation. There 
is evidence that for some late-deciding 
voters, this detail of Yanukovych’s 
biography became a considerable 
argument against voting for him.30  

By choosing Yanukovych with his 
criminal past, the Ukrainian authorities 
arguably complicated the campaign for 
themselves. As a result, oppositional 
parties appeared to be in an advantageous 
position while being able to contrast the 
biography of their candidate Viktor 
Yuschenko with the criminal past of 
Yanukovych. The former was not only 
famous for introducing and stabilizing 
Ukraine’s national currency the hrivna, 
but also for his wise monetary policy as 
the head of Ukraine’s National Bank and 
his notorious economic stabilization 
strategy while in the Prime Minister’s 
chair in 2000-2001. However, 
Yanukovych’s political and economic 
achievements in the Prime Minister’s 
chair were overshadowed by his criminal 
convictions.  

                                                
29 Yanukovych was charged twice – in 1967 with 
robbery and in 1970 with causing physical injuries. 
30 Opinion poll was conducted by “Ukrainske 
Demokratichne Kolo”/ ”Ukrainian Democratic 
Circle” on 6-13 August, 2004, results are available 
at 
http://www.tomenko.kiev.ua/cgi/redir.cgi?url=proz
pol38.html#_stat2 .   

In summary, if Putin turned out to be a 
win-win candidate for Russia’s incumbent 
regime at the turn of the millennium, the 
success of Yanukovych was much harder 
to achieve. The circumstances in the latter 
case forced those surrounding the 
incumbent Kuchma to resort to extreme 
measures: a ruthless media manipulation 
campaign and eventually election fraud. In 
addition to mysterious attempts to poison 
oppositional candidate Yuschenko, 
various sociological surveys suggest that 
these factors contributed to the so-called 
failure of the Ukrainian ruling elite during 
the 2004 presidential elections. 

 
Delivering Power Elite Scenario “State 
of Emergency” 
 
Given visible economic security concerns 
expressed by those surrounding presidents 
Yelstyn in 1999 Russia and Kuchma in 
Ukraine 2004, the election campaigns can 
be characterised as having a lot at stake. 
Therefore, political advisers in the 
Kremlin, just like their counterparts on 
Bankova Street in Kyiv,31 developed 
scenarios on how to win the elections. 
Since the election strategies of the past 
were not applicable this time, the advisers 
of Yeltsin and Kuchma invented so called 
“state of emergency” scenarios.  
 

Prior to the 2000 presidential elections in 
Russia, the background for the state of 
emergency scenario already existed. By 
the time the election campaign started, the 

                                                
31 Presidential Administration of Ukraine is located 
on Bankova street in Kiev.  



 72 

country’s society was affected by severe 
economic decline that followed the 1998 
economic crisis. A decreasing standard of 
living for ordinary citizens was one of the 
major worries of ordinary Russians in the 
late 90s, as sociological surveys showed. 
When asked, “What bad things and what 
good things did the years of Yeltsin’s rule 
bring?” 40% of the respondents said that 
they worried about economic decline, 36% 
about unemployment and 34% that the 
Yeltsin regime brought about a decrease in 
living conditions.32 The economic 
situation in Russia was depressing, with 
money shortages and labor strikes being a 
characteristic feature of that period. When 
describing the voters’ mood in late 90s 
Russia, Michael McFall and Timothy 
Colton apply epithets like ‘angry’, 
‘alienated’, ‘stressed’ and ‘volatile’.33  

The sequence of events that followed after 
Putin was appointed prime minister of the 
Russian Federation and seemed to have 
been managed by an ‘invisible hand’ 
arguably contributed to the significant rise 
of social tensions in the country. These 
events included the invasion of the 
Russian Republic of Dagestan by 
separatists from the neighboring Republic 
of Chechnya (August 2, 1999) and the 
mysterious explosions in apartment 

                                                
32 Opinion poll conducted by Levada Centre, 
January 2000, available at 
http://www.levada.ru/press/2000011201.html). 
33 Timothy J. Colton and Michael Mc Faul, Popular 
Choice and Managed Democracy: the Russian 
Elections of 1999 and 2000, (Brookings Institution 
Press, 2003), chap 2, 15-46. 

buildings in Moscow killing about 300 
civilians (September 8, 1999).34  

While interpreting the events of August-
September 1999 as ones that could lead to 
a state of emergency in the country, 
Russian authorities resorted to a military 
invasion of Chechnya on September 23, 
1999. Until this point there has been no 
satisfactory proof of who was behind the 
invasion of Dagestan and the explosions in 
Moscow, and whether, as some believe,35 
Russian authorities were involved. 
However, the way the Kremlin reacted to 
the aforementioned events was almost 
unanimously supported by citizens of 
Russia. In other words, the majority of 
people supported the military campaign in 
Chechnya.36 This campaign was 
conducted under the direct control of the 
country’s recently appointed Prime 
Minister Putin who in his comments on 
national TV presented it as a fight against 
terrorists.37 The events of August-
September 1999 undoubtedly gave Putin 

                                                
34 Shevtsova, “From Yeltsin to Putin,” 36.  
35 Michael McFaul argues that the first two events 
were instigated by the authorities in order to boost 
Putin’s popularity before the 2000 elections 
(source: Michael McFaul, “One Step Forward, Two 
Steps Back,” Journal of Democracy, Vol.11:3 (July, 
2000): 19-33. Shevtsova provides with similar 
suggestion referring to the reaction of some Russian 
journalists who openly claimed that people close to 
Kremlin encouraged Chechen fighters to attack 
Dagestan (source: Shevtsova, “From Yeltsin to 
Putin,” 36.) 
36 The opinion poll conducted in February suggests 
that 70% of Russians supported the continuation of 
military campaign in Chechnya (the first Chechen 
campaign was in 1993-96). (Source: Levada Centre, 
available at 
http://www.levada.ru/press/2000022401.html). 
37 Rose and Munro, Elections Without Order.  
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the chance to show himself to be a “strong 
and powerful politician”38 and 
demonstrate his willingness to stand up 
for the country.  

Popular support of Putin’s deeds can be 
traced in the opinion polls conducted at 
that time. His popularity rose in the polls 
relatively quickly within the month 
following the military campaign in 
Chechnya.39 As Lilia Shevtsova states, the 
relatively young Putin, whose political 
biography and party affiliation were rather 
limited, appeared in the voters’ eyes as the 
embodiment of negation of past leadership 
traditions.40 The prime minister’s support 
amongst Russians never declined, proving 
that the ruling elite had met the 
population’s demands regarding the future 
leadership of Russia. In other words, 
Russia’s incumbent regime had chosen the 
right candidate at the right time, thus 
winning the 2000 elections.  

                                                
38 Shevtsova, “From Yeltsin to Putin,”37.  
39 When asked “if the presidential elections were 
held next Saturday, which candidate would you 
vote for,” the proportion of Putin’s supporters 
skyrocketed from 5% on September 21(two days 
before Russian military campaign in Chechnya 
began) to 41% in December. (Source: Levada 
Centre, available at 
http://www.levada.ru/press/2000022401.html). 
Another source, Agency for Regional Political 
Research, suggests that in December 1999 Putin 
was supported by 72% of the electorate. (McFaul in 
“One Step Forward, Two Steps Back” refers to this 
source). 
40 Lilia Shevtsova, ”From Yeltsin to Putin: The 
Evolution of Presidential Power,” in Gorbachev, 
Yeltsin and Putin : Political Leadership in Russia's 
Transition, ed. Archie Brown and Lilia Shevtsova 
Lilia (Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
2001), 92  

Although there was no appropriate 
background for the “state of emergency” 
scenario on Bankova Street in Kyiv in 
2004, this option was also considered. 
However, none of the various political 
scenarios invented by political advisors 
employed by Kuchma were as powerful as 
the notion of the “Chechen threat” 
exploited in Russia 1999. In addition, 
unlike in Russia, where Putin’s candidacy 
was not seriously challenged by a 
powerful oppositional candidate, the 
ruling elites in Ukraine realised that if 
they did not interfere, there was nothing to 
stop Yuschenko from winning the 2004 
elections apart from his physical death.41  

The head of Kuchma’s Presidential 
Administration, Viktor Medvedchuk, with 
the assistance of Russian political advisers 
(Marat Gelman and Gleb Pavlovsky), 
developed a strategy for presenting 
oppositional Yuschenko as a “nationalist” 
and an “instigator of inter-ethnic 
conflict”42 in the country.  This strategy 
received the unofficial name of the “Stop 
Yuschenko Project” or Spetsoperatsiya 
Yanukovych (Special Operation 
“Yanukovych”).43 The strategy was 
supposed to undermine Yuschenko’s 
reputation by destabilizing the situation in 
the country’s regions and dragging him 
into these processes so that the electorate 
would perceive him as the source of the 

                                                
41 Oleksandr Panasiuk , “Peredchuttya 
Nadzvichaynogo Stanu”/“The Feeling of the State 
of Emergency”, Ukrayina Moloda /Young Ukraine 
(November 6, 2003).  
42 Panasiuk. , “The Feeling of the State of 
Emergency.” 
43 Such definition is offered by political expert 
Andrey Okara. 
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state of emergency in the country.44 After 
that, Yanukovych was supposed to be 
presented as a unifying candidate who 
would guarantee stability in the country. 
Such a scenario was tested in October 
2003 when Yuschenko arrived in the 
Eastern Ukrainian city of Donetsk to hold 
the “Our Ukraine” Party Conference.45 
While the city was crowded with anti-
Yuschenko protesters holding posters of 
Nazi content,46 the national TV also 
showed Yuschenko accompanied by anti-
terrorist “Alpha” forces from the 
Ukrainian Security Service (SBU). Such 
images were deemed as embodying the 
spin-doctors’ attempts to present 
Yuschenko as a source of instability in the 
country.  

The “Stop Yuschenko” project had several 
options of a “conflict scenario” to 
undermine Yuschenko’s reputation. First, 
they could boost Crimean conflict based 
on the land dispute between Tatars and 
Russian or Ukrainian groups.47 Russians 
would claim their historical role as 
“frontiersmen in Crimea,” and Yuschenko, 
who was supported by the Tatars, would 
be presented as an enemy in Crimea.48 
Second, they could stimulate conflict 
between the Poles and Western Ukrainians 
by escalating an almost forgotten dispute 
over the ‘Orliat’ cemetery (where some 

                                                
44Panasiuk. 
45 Panasiuk 
46 BBC (November 1, 2003), www.bbc.ua  
47 “Tretiy Termin Kuchmi. Yak tse Povinno 
Buti”/“The Third Term of Kuchma. How it was 
Supposed to Be,”Ukrainska Pravda (June 25, 2004), 
available at 
http://pravda.com.ua/news/2004/6/25/10179.htm   
48 Wilson, Virtual Politics, 179. 

Polish war soldiers are buried in the west-
Ukrainian city of Lviv). 49 The third 
scenario was to encourage religious 
conflict within the Orthodox Church, 
whose adherents are divided into two 
groups: one considering Moscow to be its 
religious centre and the other seeing Kyiv 
in this role. Yuschenko, an Orthodox 
Church member believing Kyiv to be its 
religious centre, could be presented as an 
enemy of the Russian Orthodox Church. 
The fourth scenario was to promote the 
idea of the threat of “East versus West” 
conflict, and this turned out to be the 
easiest scenario to implement. Despite 
being rather artificial, this idea was 
grounded in some historical explanations. 
The predominantly Russian-speaking East 
of Ukraine, with its dominating industrial 
spheres and deeper links with Russia, 
historically differs from the primarily 
Ukrainian speaking West of Ukraine, with 
its history interlaced with Europe and its 
deep religious (Catholic/Greek Catholic) 
and cultural traditions.  
 
Political advisers in Russia and Ukraine 
both chose to deliver the aforementioned 
strategies via the mass media. In both 
Russia 2000 and Ukraine 2004, the mass 
media served a powerfully manipulative 
role – much greater than in previous 
elections. When analyzing the election 
campaign in Russia 1999-2000, Sarah 
Oats calls it a “media manipulative 

                                                
49 Polish-Ukrainian relations remained quite hostile 
before the collapse of the Soviet Union. Therefore, 
the improvement of those relations was considered 
one of the greatest achievements of Ukrainian and 
Polish history.  
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campaign.”50 Given that TV has been 
quite popular in post-Soviet Russia,51 this 
way of delivering election strategies and 
reaching the electorate was perceived by 
the elite to be the most efficient.  
 

By the time of the 1999 election 
campaign, the Russian media market was 
well-prepared to serve the needs of those 
in power. The country had a mixture of 
state-controlled and commercial television 
stations, with the former prevailing over 
the latter in terms of areas of coverage and 
also popularity among the electorate 
across the country. It was represented by 
the ORT channel and the RTR channel,52 
with 51% of shares of the ORT being 
under state ownership, with the rest 
belonging to oligarch Boris Berezovskii, 
who, according to Colton and McFault, 
had de facto control over the channel. The 
RTR was at that time 100% state-owned. 
NTV, the only commercial network that 
had significant coverage across the 
country (75%) and was critical of 
Yeltsin’s regime, faced serious 
suppression during the 1999-2000 
presidential campaign.53 

During the 1999-2000 election campaign, 
Russian state-controlled TV had different 

                                                
50 Oates, “Television, Voters, and the Development 
of the ‘Broadcast Party.”  
51 According to opinion polls that Colton and 
McFaul (241) refer to, in the late 90-s, around 90% 
of Russians considered television as their primary 
source of information; whereas radio and printed 
media lagged behind being popular among 8% and 
3% of those asked respectively. 
52 Colton and McFaul, Popular Choice and 
Managed Democracy, 242.  
53 Ibid.  

coverage of events involving candidates 
unfavorable to the Kremlin than those 
involving Vladimir Putin.54 As regards the 
time allocated for events involving the 
participation of presidential candidates, 
the same TV channels openly favored 
Putin, allocating the events with his 
participation the same amount of 
broadcasting time as the total time 
allocated to his main opponents: 
Yavlinsky, Ziuganov and Zhirinovsky.55 
McFaul argues that during the campaign, 
Russian TV served as a source of 
propaganda rather than of information.56 
One presenter, Serhey Dorenko from the 
ORT Channel, was called a major TV 
figure of the 1999-2000 campaign. 
Appearing every Sunday evening on state-
controlled ORT, Dorenko eloquently 
supported Putin’s block “Unity” and 
discredited the opposition party 
“Otechestvo Vsya Rosiya” (“Fatherland-
All Russia”) and its leader, Moscow 
mayor Yuriy Luzhkov. Aleksandr 
Kabakov, when referring to Dorenko’s 
weekly programs, called them “biased 
monologues.”57 Because of that, the 
presenter became known as a symbol of 
prodazhniy journalism (journalism for 
hire)58 in Russia. 

                                                
54 Ibid.  
55 European Institute for the Media 
(http://www.eim.org/ ) 
56 McFaul “One step Forward Two Steps Back”. 
57 Aleksandr Kabakov, “Nikto Ne Ostanetsya V 
Belom,” Kommersant (November 1, 1999), 
available at http://www.gazeta.ru/kabakov.shtml.  
58 Andrey Agafonov, “Dorenko: Chelovek 
Govoryaschiy”/“Dorenko: the Person that Speaks”, 
Lyudi (People), available at 
http://www.peoples.ru/tv/dorenko/history3.html.  
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Yeltsin’s retirement, another pre-election 
political shift invented by the Kremlin, 
could not have become powerful enough 
without TV coverage.59 The electorate 
found out about the incumbent’s 
retirement during the traditional televised 
New Year speech that presidents of post-
Soviet countries tend to give. From that 
point on, project “Putin” was on its way.60 
Kremlin political advisers were right, as 
most of the voters who relied on state-
controlled TV channels when searching 
for information about the election 
campaign more often than not voted for 
Putin.61 
 
In a situation similar to Russia, a powerful 
media campaign preceded the 2004 
presidential elections in Ukraine, and the 
ruling elite there also gradually 
established control over the country’s 
mass media. Such control was exercised 
through the owners. Most of them were 
either representatives of business groups 
tolerated by the incumbent regime or 
politicians who favored incumbent 
president Kuchma. At the end of 
Kuchma’s term in office, there were four 
major TV owners in Ukraine. The most 
famous was the so-called “donez’ka” 
business group, which included 
representatives from the industrial eastern 
part of the country, with billionaire Rinat 

                                                
59 Vicki L. Hesli and William M. Reisinger, The 
1999-2000 elections in Russia: Their Impact and 
Legacy, (Cambridge University Press, 2003), 7.  
60 Author’s [ e-mail correspondence] interview with 
Andrey Okara, July 2005. 
61 Colton and McFaul, Popular Choice and 
Managed Democracy.  

Akhmetov at the helm.62 Another TV 
magnate was the President’s son-in-law 
Viktor Pinchuk, who acquired the majority 
of shares of three popular national TV 
channels: STB, Noviy Channel and ICTV.63 
The third business-group headed by 
Viktor Medvedchuk (the head of 
president’s administration in 2004) 
controlled the TV channel 1+1.64 The 
popular TV Channel “Inter” is a joint 
Russian-Ukrainian venture where 50% of 
programming is in Russian or produced in 
Russia.65 

After “Ukraine’s most pro-Russian 
oligarch”66 Viktor Medvedchuk became 
the head of the presidential administration, 
this organisation introduced temnyky (or 
instructions on how to cover particular 
events), which were sent daily to 
television stations. As a result, Ukrainian 
TV, with the exception of two channels 
(Channel 5 and Era TV) available in Kyiv 
and a few other regions, became visibly 
biased,67 minimizing the coverage of 

                                                
62 Vakhtang Kipiani, “Media Take Color in Orange 
Ukraine,” (2005), available at 
http://kipiani.org/plain.cgi?638. also available at 
Global Journalist  Magazine 
http://www.globaljournalist.org/magazine/2005-
2/orange.html)  
63 Marta Dyczok “Ukraine’s Media Landscape” in 
Wsevolod W. Isajiw eds. Society in Transition: 
Social Change in Ukraine in Western Perspectives, 
(Canadian Scholars’ Press: Toronto, 2003), 289.  
64 Kipiani 
65 Dyczok, 289. 
66 Taras Kuzio, “Ukraine's 2004 Presidential 
Election. The Orange Revolution,” Elections Today, 
International Foundation Electoral Systems, vol.12, 
no.4 (2005). 
67 Media monitoring conducted by The Academy of 
Ukrainian Press suggests that in September 2004 
(or 2 months before elections) 90% of reports on 
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events involving opposition leaders.68 
Other mass media that tried to present the 
audience with alternative information to 
the official line experienced their 
gloomiest times since Ukraine’s 
independence in 1991.69  

A content analysis of media coverage 
during the presidential campaign proves 
that Prime Minister Yanukovych, just like 
Prime Minister Putin, was favored in the 
state-controlled media.70 The time 
allocated during TV news to events with 
Yanukovych’s participation prevailed over 
events with the participation of other 
candidates. One sociological survey 
suggests that 80% of the information 
about Yuschenko on Ukrainian TV was 
negative or ironic, while Yanukovych, 
with the support of the authorities, 
appeared in the TV news in a positive or 
neutral context and was criticized only a 
few times71. There have been assumptions 
that the state-controlled media contributed 
to the demonization of Yuschenko as a 
“nationalist”, “the enemy of Russian 
people”, “the enemy of the Orthodox 
church”, “the enemy of the Industry of 

                                                              
Ukrainian TV were one-sided and biased. (“Results 
of contents analysis of news (Oct. 2003 – Sep. 
2004) and political advertisement (July 2004 – Sep. 
2004) on leading Ukrainian TV channels”, The 
Academy of Ukrainian Press,  
http://www.aup.com.ua/?cat=materials&subcat=full
&id=180 ) 
68 Kipiani. 
69 Author’s interview with Kyrylo Loukerenko, 
BBC correspondent, Ukrainian Service, Kiev 
(conducted in May 2005).  
70 Manipulating Public Opinion Through Mass 
Media (School of Political Analysis of Kyiv 
Mohyla Academy, Kyiv 2004), 12. 
71 Ibid.  

Donetsk”, and “the American spy”.72  
Political technologists (spin doctors) 
developed those labels as a part of their 
strategy aimed at shaping voters’ behavior 
to oppose Yuschenko. It was done in a 
visibly ruthless way, ignoring any kind of 
standards of objectivity.  In terms of the 
time share of coverage in TV news, in 
July, August, and September 2004, Prime 
Minister Yanukovych had an “absolute 
advantage”73 over others (13% in 
September, 8% in August). TV news 
coverage of events with the participation 
of Yanukovych was three or four times 
higher than that of Yuschenko in October 
2004 and November 2004 respectively.74 
 
Ukrainian media in 2004 had several 
equivalents to the Russian journalist 
Dorenko who shared his mission to 
undermine the image of the opposition 
candidate. Ukrainian ‘Dorenkos’ were 
evident on different TV channels. These 
included Russian journalist Dmitriy 
Kyselyov, seen daily on ICTV channel, 
Dmitro Korchinsky, the leader of the 
nationalist group UNA-UNSO seen daily 
on channel “1+1”,  Vyacheslav 
Pichovshek seen weekly on “1+1”, and 
Sergiy Dolganov seen weekly on National 
[state-controlled] channel “UT-1”. 
Ukrainian ‘Dorenkos’ presented Kuchma 

                                                
72 Interview with Andrey Okara (December 24, 
2004), available in Russian at 
 http://www.obkom.net.ua/articles/2004-
12/24.1526.shtml  
73 “Results of contents analysis of TV news during 
the election campaign, November 2004,” Academy 
of Ukrainian Press,  available at 
http://www.aup.com.ua/?cat=materials&subcat=full
&id=207  
74 Ibid.  
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and his protégé [Yanukovych] as a source 
of stability in the country and depicted 
Yuschenko as someone who was likely to 
cause regional and national conflicts.75 
 
The Ukrainian media were also used in 
order to implement the relatively new 
election technique of running fake opinion 
and exit polls.76 This strategy was not 
widely used in Russia 1999-2000, but 
turned out to work effectively in Ukraine 
2004. This strategy is referred to by 
political experts as reitingovii pressing 
(using ratings of certain candidates to 
pressure opponents). It was used to 
mislead voters, make them “bandwagon 
with orchestra”77 and convince them to 
vote for the generally supported candidate, 
whom according to those dubious surveys 
more often than not was Viktor 
Yanukovych. There is evidence that most 
of those dubious surveys were subject to 
close reviews by the presidential 
administration.78 The questionable nature 
of those sociological surveys is proven by 
the fact that when their results were 
presented on state controlled TV, quite 
often neither the source nor an alternative 

                                                
75 Taras Kuzio, “Russian and Ukrainian Authorities 
Resort to Inter-Ethnic Violence to Block 
Yuschenko,” Eurasia Daily Monitor, Vol.1 no. 4 
(June 29, 2004). 
76 Sergiy Taran and Viktoriya Siumar, “Exit Poll in 
the shadow of ‘shadow’ sociology”, Ukrainska 
Pravda (Ukrainian Truth), 18 November 2004, 
available at 
http://www2.pravda.com.ua/archive/2004/novembe
r/18/4.shtml.  
77 Wilson, Virtual Politics 67. 
78 Volodymyr Polohalo, Iryna Popova, Ukrainska 
Pravda (Ukrainian Truth), 18 November 2004. 

survey was offered to the audience.79 The 
results of one such survey, presented on 
the news program of the state run TV 
channel “UT-1”, suggested that “46% of 
the voters believe that Yanukovych would 
become the president, and 16.5% claimed 
that it would be Yuschenko.”80 
 
It is hard to overlook the fact that 
Yanukovych, supported by the incumbent 
regime, was visibly and sometimes 
ruthlessly promoted in daily news 
programs on Ukrainian television. There 
was hardly any positive coverage of 
opposition opponent Viktor Yuschenko, 
making it obvious even for outsiders that 
the latter was not preferred by the 
controlling elite. Unlike in Russia 1999, 
where the majority of voters were open to 
the positive news coverage of Putin, a 
considerable number of voters in Ukraine, 
as the opinion poll results suggest,81 did 
not rely on TV.   

                                                
79 Manipulating Public Opinion Through Mass 
Media (School of Political Analysis of Kyiv 
Mohyla Academy, Kyiv 2004), 13.   
80 Ibid. 
81 When asked in September 2004 where the voters 
looked for information on the election campaign, 
almost one third of Ukrainians (31%) said that they 
searched for information about the election 
campaign in private conversations with their 
friends, relatives and colleagues. 60% of the voters 
still received this information from national TV, 
21% - from local TV, and 27% - from national 
newspapers. These numbers suggest that most 
voters seek information. At the same time, the 
amount of voters (31%) relying on private 
conversations is surprisingly high. Given that most 
voters seek information on the election campaign 
from few sources, a great reliance on TV in 
searching the news on election campaign does not 
necessary imply that that source influenced the 
electorate’s final decision.  
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These arguments partially bring us to the 
main question of this paper, providing us 
with the answer that overplaying 
manipulative strategies through the media 
may backfire on those preferred by the 
incumbent regime and lead to a reversed 
election result.  

The Power Elite’s Administrative 
Resources 

Another tool of influence over electoral 
behavior in Russia and Ukraine was the 
widespread usage of administrative 
resources. Under the “abuse of 
administrative resources” we mean the 
improper use of administrative offices to 
promote the candidate favored by the 
regime.82 Administrative resources could 
be allocated directly, indirectly and or by 
concealed means. According to Dmytro 
Vydryn, direct resources are the 
customary vulgar command-order 
methods, when local bureaucrats dictate 
whom to vote for and whom to block 
during elections.83 An indirect 
administrative resource is implemented in 
budget financing for electoral projects 
supported by the ‘powers-that-be’ and 
‘one or another information projects’ 

                                                
82 Dominique Arel, “The Orange Revolution in 
Ukraine and Its Implications for our Understanding 
of the Post-Communist Transition,” Third Annual 
Stasiuk-Cambridge Lecture on Contemporary 
Ukraine (25 February 2005), 8 (available at 
http://www.ukrainianstudies.uottawa.ca/pdf/Arel_C
ambridge.pdf ) 
83 Dmytro Vydryn, “Pentahrama-2002: Formula 
Osoblyvostei Parlaments’koi Vyborchoi Kampanii” 
(“Pentogram-2002: Formula of the Specifics of 
Parliamentary Election Campaign”), Mirror Weekly 
(6-12 October 2001), available at 
http://www.zn.kiev.ua/ie/show/363/32487/.  

linked to the former government for a 
more general purpose.84 In the case of 
Russia in 1999-2000 we do not observe 
severe abuse of administrative resources, 
but the 2004 presidential elections in 
Ukraine were conducted with a wide 
engagement of indirect administrative 
resources aimed at manipulating voting 
lists, names of voters, and even 
falsification of election results. It could be 
argued that the election fraud was the last 
resort for the incumbent regime in 
Ukraine, where the candidate supported by 
the ruling elite was not overwhelmingly 
accepted across Ukraine.  

Arguably, Yanukovych had a much 
greater chance of losing rather than 
winning. This explains why the power 
elite resorted to massive abuse of 
administrative resources involving 
enormous financial support.85 
Unfortunately for political advisers of 
Kuchma, the high cost of the campaign 
and sophisticated electoral techniques 
aimed at shaping the outcome of the 
elections did not lead to the results desired 
by those surrounding the incumbent 
president. An opposite result occurred, as 
the manipulations and election 
falsifications of the Ukrainian authorities 
enhanced public anger. This, together with 
the memory of the recent mysterious 
poisoning of Viktor Yuschenko86 and the 

                                                
84 Ibid. 
85 It is now known to almost everyone in Ukraine 
that Yanukovych’s campaign cost as much as the 
2004 campaign of US President George Bush. 
86 Given that the investigation of Yuschenko’s 
poisoning is not complete yet (September 2006), it 
is not clear whether that was another manipulative 
technique employed by ruling elites. 
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ruthless media propaganda, put an end to 
public patience and elicited massive street 
protests across Ukraine that will remain 
known in post-Soviet history as the 
Orange Revolution. Generally speaking, 
the visibly ruthless election campaign 
orchestrated by the power elite utilizing 
enormous financial and administrative 
resources turned out to be completely 
ineffective in Ukraine 2004. 

Role of Opposition 

In addition to the aforementioned factors 
contributing to the failure or success of the 
strategies of the ruling elite, one should 
not ignore the presence of a powerful 
opposition in Ukraine and its virtual non-
existence in Russia. Therefore, in the case 
of the latter, shaping the behavior of the 
electorate was a much easier task than in 
the case of the former. 

Ukraine entered the election campaign of 
2004 with the presence of a powerful 
opposition that included several parties 
(“Our Ukraine”, “Socialist Party”, “Party 
of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs”). 
Unlike in other post-Soviet countries 
including Russia, Ukraine’s opposition 
had already learned a good lesson from 
the failed actions of anti-Kuchma protests 
in March 2001. 
 

The leader of the most popular 
oppositional party, “Our Ukraine”, Viktor 
Yuschenko, posed a serious challenge to 
the power elite candidate Yanukovitch. 
There were beliefs that only physical 
death could prevent Yuschenko from 
winning the elections – provided that they 

were democratically held. It was also clear 
that, in the second run-off, Yuschenko 
would receive the support of the voters of 
a few other oppositional candidates 
(Oleksandr Moroz of the Socialist Party 
and Anatoly Kinakh of the Party of 
Industrialists and Entrepreneurs), 
undermining the ruling elites’ ambitions 
for 2004 presidential elections.  

In Russia 1999-2000 the situation was 
much clearer. The oppositional parties, 
like “Otechestvo Vsya Rosiya” 
(“Fatherland-All Russia”) with its leader 
Moscow mayor Yuriy Luzhkov, 
Zyuganov’s Communist Party and even 
liberal-oriented party “Yabloko” with its 
leader Grigory Yavlinsky were weak in 
terms of public support and ineffective in 
terms of political influence. None of the 
aforementioned politicians stood a chance 
of making it in a second round. Thus, 
Putin’s candidacy was not challenged by a 
strong competition. To summarise, with 
the Chechen threat in hand and weak 
opposition, there was almost nothing to 
stop spin doctors at the Kremlin from 
winning the presidential elections of 2000, 
especially with young and promising Putin 
as a candidate.  

To summarize, while in Ukraine 2004 the 
attempts of the incumbent regime to shape 
the electorate’s behaviour were challenged 
by a powerful opposition led by a 
nationally supported leader, in the case of 
Russia 2000 the incumbent regime had 
hardly any obstacles to shaping the 
country’s voters decisions, leading to 
different election outcomes in these two 
countries. 
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Conclusion 
 
This paper aimed to answer the question 
that was most likely posed by the ruling 
elite in Russia and Ukraine following the 
presidential elections of 2000 and 2004 
respectively. Why did Russian authorities 
win the elections and their Ukrainian 
counterparts lose? Most arguments 
presented in the paper imply that there 
was a cumulative sequence of events and 
circumstances in both countries. However, 
some peculiarities contributed to the 
outcome desired by the incumbent 
president in the Russian case and hindered 
it in the case of Ukraine 2004. These 
reasons are as follows: the right candidate 
was chosen by Kremlin political advisers 
and the wrong candidate preferred by 
those surrounding incumbent Kuchma; 
there was the ability in the Kremlin to 
create a powerful myth of rescuer and a 
failure to invent a similar sustainable myth 
in Ukraine; there was a more cautious 
approach to the abuse of administrative 
resources in Russia and a clear abuse of it 
embodied in the election falsifications in 
Ukraine; and finally, there was weak 
opposition in Russia 1999 and a strong 
one in Ukraine 2004.  
 
These arguments lead us to the conclusion 
that the attempts by representatives of the 
incumbent regime to shape the behavior of 
voters in an undemocratic way do not 
necessary lead to the result desired by 
those making the orders. The clear abuse 
of power during the election campaign 
may even lead to an unexpectedly 
democratic outcome - providing the 
population is ready and the international 
support is present – just like in Ukraine 

2004. The financial ability to deliver 
election strategies through the control of 
mass media, as experience in Ukraine 
2004, does not necessary translate into the 
election outcome desired by those 
orchestrating the campaign. In other 
words, a totally controlled media does not 
always change the behavior of the 
electorate during election campaigns. 
Given the outcome of the Ukrainian 
elections in 2004, other incumbent 
regimes aiming to shape the behavior of 
its electorate could perhaps learn that the 
open attempt to cheat the electorate 
angered the population in that emerging 
democracy.  
    
It should be argued that the 2004 elections 
in Ukraine, unlike the presidential 
elections in Russia 2000, marked the end 
of the Soviet traditions of election 
campaigning with the electorate being 
threatened and instructed on how to vote. 
Nationwide public protest (the Orange 
Revolution) became known to the world 
as the peaceful reaction of civil society to 
falsifications implemented by authorities. 
Through this protest, the Ukrainian 
electorate entered a new phase of 
transition to democracy, where 
falsifications and abuse of administrative 
resources are not tolerated.   
 
To put it in a broader post-Soviet context, 
the Russian and Ukrainian experiences 
have arguably served as learning examples 
for other post-Soviet leaders, some of 
whom, like  Kazakh president Nursultan 
Nazarbaev and Belarussian president 
Aleksandr Lukashenko, have already 
learned from previous non-democratic 
elections in other post-Soviet countries. 
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While preparing for recent presidential 
elections in Kazakhstan (2005) and 
Belarus (2006), the aforementioned 
leaders realized that there is no need to 
resort to ruthless manipulations or vote 
rigging. Instead, they realized it is 
worthwhile preparing for elections in 
advance by establishing control over the 
country’s media, suppressing or 
eliminating the opposition, and by keeping 
the power elites aware of any underground 
changes that pose a threat to the regime.  
 
Such a state of affairs is obviously 
hazardous to democratic development in 
post-Soviet space in the future. In 
countries such as Russia, Kazakhstan, 
Azerbaijan, Belarus, and Turkmenistan, 
the elite continues to resort to “virtual 
politics”87 while trying to manage, 
manipulate, and contain democracy. As 
long as the democratic process in post-
Soviet countries remains choreographed 
by political technologists and the ruling 
elites attempt to manipulate voters’ 
behaviour in order to shape election 
results, the transition will remain distorted 
or simply frozen in that part of the world. 
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