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THE IMPACT OF DEMOCRACY PROTECTION POLICY ON DEMOCRATIC
CONSOLIDATION: US POLICY IN RUSSIA,
GEORGIA AND UKRAINE

Summary

Research problem and relevance

There is a myth that the transition to democracy entails ‘all good things’ such as
stability of the international system and domestic politics, global and national economic
development, the protection of human rights and social development (Schraeder, 2003).
This idealistic belief drives efforts by Northern American and Western European
democratic states to promote democracy worldwide. However, the national security
interests of democracy promoters and realpolitik often turn everything upside down, so
that, for instance, international stability is viewed not as a consequence of
democratisation but becomes prioritised over democracy itself. The United States of
America (US), which has a long-standing tradition of promoting democracy, also faces
the ‘democratisation vs. security’ dilemma as its 20th century foreign policy has been
shaped by competing philosophies of pragmatic realism and democratic idealism
(Kissinger, 1995).

A conflict between the goals of global democratisation and national security has
been a relevant and quite extensively researched topic within the discipline of
international relations. However, previous research predominantly focused on cases of
democracy promotion (external actor’s actions towards dictatorships) and devoted only
modest attention to cases of democracy protection (external actor’s actions towards new
democracies). This gap has to be filled because the post-Cold War period has witnessed
many instances of new democracies sliding back towards authoritarian rule in spite of
external support for their democratisation.

For this kind of inquiry, US policy in the post-Soviet space provides fertile
ground due to the region’s importance to US security interests and numerous cases of
unsuccessful democratic transitions. Of course, scholars’ attention has for the most part
been devoted to Russia. It should be noted that some research has pointed to the

contradictory impact of US policy as one of the possible reasons behind the failure to
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anchor democracy in Russia in 1991-1999. It has been documented in comprehensive
studies showing that the US administration faced the ‘democratisation vs. security’
dilemma and chose to unconditionally support pro-Western President Boris Yel tsin.
According to these studies, the chosen US policy consequently frustrated the goal of
democratising Russia (Goldgeier & McFaul, 2003; Marsden, 2005).

A new surge of academic interest in the region has been brought about by the
so-called coloured revolutions: the 2003 Rose Revolution in Georgia and the 2004
Orange Revolution in Ukraine. Soon after departing from authoritarian rule, Georgia and
Ukraine experienced serious difficulties of democratic consolidation. Somewhat
unexpectedly, violations of democratic rules and procedures were committed not by
antisystemic political forces but by the US-backed coloured-revolution leaders,
Presidents Mikheil Saakashvili and Viktor Yushchenko. Such developments were very
much reminiscent of those in Yel'tsin’s Russia. In both cases, leaders of the new
democracies were pro-Western and implemented policy which was in keeping with US
interests. In both cases, the US government turned a blind eye to the less-than-
democratic behaviour of these leaders or voiced only mild criticism. Empirical
observations lead to the question of whether US leniency and its unconditional approach
to the leaders of new democracies have harmed democratic consolidation. Hence, the
research problem can be defined as follows: what are the causal links between an
external actor’s security interests in a new democracy, the democracy protection policy
implemented by that external actor and the consolidation prospects of that new
democracy?

A review of previous research has revealed that other authors have largely ignored
similarities between the case of Yel'tsin’s Russia and the cases of post-revolution
Georgia and Ukraine. They did not attempt to analyse the US role in the latter countries
through the lens of the ‘democratisation vs. security’ dilemma. The research carried out

in this dissertation aims to fill the identified gap.

Scientific novelty and significance
The topic of democratisation is one of those topics in political science that
requires transcending the disciplinary separation between comparative politics and

international relations. However, many researchers have not been able to go beyond
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rhetoric and develop a framework for integrating the insights of both disciplines
(Schmitz, 2004). This can be explained as a result of institutional inertia and a persistent
strategy to analyse the external and internal factors of democratisation separately. To
overcome the problem, political scientists have recently introduced a novel research
strategy. It instructs researchers to begin with a theory of regime change first, identify
independent variables that facilitate/inhibit democratisation, and then look at how
external factors influence the value of these independent variables (McFaul, 2007).

The research of this dissertation is based on the proposed new innovative strategy.
Although several other authors recently applied this strategy in their studies (Magen &
Morlino, 2009; McDonagh, 2010), they neglected some important insights of
international relations discipline. None of them investigated the motivations of external
actors to implement democracy promotion/protection policy. Furthermore, none paid due
attention to the competition between democratisation and other external actors’ goals.
This resulted in an implicit assumption — a simplistic one — that Western countries and
Western-led international organisations have either a positive impact on democratisation
in foreign countries or, having failed to influence the decisions of domestic actors in the
right direction, fail to have any impact. Previous research managed to open one ‘black
box’ (the democratisation-wise significant choices of domestic actors in recipient
countries) but the other ‘black box’ (the democratisation-wise significant choices of
external actors in donor countries) remains closed. The analytical framework developed
in this dissertation seeks to remedy shortcomings and fully benefit from the knowledge

accumulated by the disciplines of both comparative politics and international relations.

Research goal and objectives

The subject matter of the research of this dissertation is US policy aimed at
facilitating democratic consolidation in Russia, Georgia and Ukraine following the
democratic breakthroughs in those countries. This policy is named democracy protection
policy. The period of research covers the respective five-year periods after each
democratic breakthrough: the first direct presidential elections in Russia; and the
coloured revolutions in Georgia and Ukraine. In the case of Russia, this period is 1991-
1996, in the case of Georgia it is 2003-2008 and in the case of Ukraine it is 2004-2009.

The selected periods coincide with the first presidential terms of Yel’tsin, Saakashvili
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and Yushchenko and also coincide roughly with the presidential terms of US Presidents

Bill Clinton and George W. Bush.

The research goal is to investigate how US security interests have affected its

democracy protection policy in the post-Soviet space and what impact this policy has

had on democratic consolidation in Russia, Georgia and Ukraine. It is hypothesised that

US security interests have distorted its democracy protection policy and, as a result, it

has actually decreased the likelihood of democratic consolidation rather than increased it.

The following specific objectives are instrumental in achieving the research goal:

to discuss theoretically the mechanisms used by external actors to influence
regime change;

to conceptualise the role of external actors in the process of democratic
consolidation and develop an analytical model for research;

to conceptualise the impact of an external actor’s security interests on its
efforts to protect democracy abroad;

to investigate the impact of US security interests on its democracy protection
policy implemented in Russia, Georgia and Ukraine;

to assess the impact of US democracy protection policy on democratic

consolidation in Russia, Georgia and Ukraine.

Thesis statements

Based on the research conducted, the following thesis statements are defended in

this dissertation:

1.

External actors can influence democratic consolidation only indirectly by
influencing the decisions of domestic actors. Therefore, in this type of
research, independent variables must refer to the interaction between external
and domestic actors.

Effective democracy protection policy must include an external actor’s efforts
in two directions: restraining the government of a new democracy and
enabling political opposition and civil society;

US security interests have had a distorting impact on US democracy protection

policy implemented in all three post-Soviet countries: Russia, Georgia and, to



a lesser degree, Ukraine. The US defended the friendly leaders of the new
democracies and their positions in power, instead of the democratic process.

4. The US implemented a counterproductive democracy protection policy, which
indirectly encouraged Russian, Georgian and Ukrainian governments to
violate democratic rules. Furthermore, in Russia and Georgia, US-funded
democracy assistance programmes increased the asymmetry of the political
playing field and limited the capability of civil society to control the
government. US policy decreased the likelithood of post-Soviet democratic

consolidation.

Research method and theoretical model

In this dissertation, the application of theories of political regime change is based
on a voluntarist approach, which assumes that democratisation can only be produced by
certain decisions of domestic actors. External actors can make an impact only by
influencing those decisions. The choices of both domestic and external actors are viewed
from a rationalist/materialist perspective, i.e. it is assumed that their choices are driven
by material interests and are based on rational calculation.

In the empirical part of this dissertation, three case studies (on Russia, Georgia
and Ukraine) are carried out and compared with each other. For within-the-case analysis,
a method of process-tracing has been applied. This method helps to situate the role of the
independent variable (democracy protection policy) within the process, which leads to a
certain outcome of the dependent variable (democratic consolidation). The collected
evidence made possible to link the independent variable and the dependent variable as
parts of the logical causal chain and thus prove the significance of the selected
independent variable. However, the process-tracing method has its limits and prevents
the researcher from being able either to measure the significance of the selected
independent variable or compare its influence with the influence of other possible
independent variables.

The research of this dissertation draws on different types of data sources,
including: in-depth interviews; statistical information; official statements; speeches and
other documents; media reports; and previous research by other scholars. In order to

investigate the programme level of US policy, more than thirty in-depth interviews with
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US democracy providers and recipients were conducted in Tbilisi and Kiev in 2010-
2011.

Based on insights from the comparative politics discipline, the original model of
‘two scales’ is developed to conceptualise the role that external actors play in the process
of democratic consolidation. According to this model, an external actor exerts influence
on democratic consolidation by cooperating with two groups of domestic actors (its
‘coalition partners’). First, external actors put pressure on a government (a ruling
political force) so that it would find disadvantageous and refrain from resorting to
undemocratic means to sustain its positions in power. Second, external actors provide
assistance to oppositional political parties and civil society organisations so that they
become capable of overcoming domestic obstacles and fully participate in the political
process. In the former instance, the function of external actors is to restrain. In the latter
instance, it is to enable domestic actors. The model of ‘two scales’ is summarised in the

following diagram:

Opposition and

Government civil society

Re :s}r_a’i]iiné Enabling

S~ External pressure External assistance T~

Domestic costs Domestic obstacles

The ‘two-scales’ model conceptualises the independent variable of the research,
1.e. democracy protection policy. This policy is conceived as an interaction between an
external actor and the domestic actors of a new democracy. The independent variable
described by the ‘two-scales’ model is ordinal as its values can be ordered from the
lowest (the external actor did not change the balance of any of the ‘scales’) to the highest
(the external actor contributed to the change of balance in both ‘scales’). If the external
actor fails to change the balance of any of the ‘scales’, it means that it did not have any
impact on democratic consolidation. If the external actor changes one or both ‘scales’, it
means that its democracy protection policy increased the likelihood of democratic

consolidation. The model of ‘two scales’ can also be applied in analysing cases of a
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negative impact of democracy protection policy on democratic consolidation. The impact
can be qualified as negative if the external actor acts in a way that reduces its own
chances of changing the balance of ‘scales’ in a direction conducive to democratic
consolidation.

Based on insights from the international relations discipline, the original concepts
of idealistic and pragmatic democracy protection policy are developed to conceptualise
the impact of an external actor’s security interests on its efforts to defend democracy.
The way an external actor solves a constant ‘democratisation vs. security’ dilemma
shapes its policy towards new democracies. The democracy protection policy can be
defined as idealistic if the external actor prioritises the democratic process and is not
biased in regard to participants of that process. If the national security interests of an
external actor make it dependent on a survival of a certain government, the democracy
protection policy can be consequently distorted. The following schematic summarises
foreign policy dilemmas faced by external actors and resulting types of democracy

protection policy:
's ' ™ f
Vision of democratic Democracy promo- Priority to demo- Idealistic democracy
peace L tion and protection L cratic process ) protection policy

I '
National security Stability and Priority to allies
. - |- .
interests | friendly leaders > in power

The concept of pragmatic democracy protection policy complements the ‘two-

Y

scales” model as it demonstrates under which circumstances the democracy protection
policy can have a negative impact on democratic consolidation. This concept is
instrumental in explaining paradoxical situations when the actions of an external actor
prevent it from balancing of ‘scales’ in a direction conducive to democratic

consolidation.

Research results and conclusions

The analytical distinction between the diplomatic level and the programmatic
level of US democracy protection policy has been adopted to achieve the goal of this
research. At the diplomatic level (which corresponds two the first ‘scales’), the main

actors were the highest authorities of the United States: President, Administration and
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Congress. The decisions made by these institutions with regard to political and financial
support to the Russian, Georgian and Ukrainian governments influenced the motivation
of the latter, and encouraged or discouraged from undemocratic actions. At the
programmatic level (which corresponds two the second ‘scales’), the main actors were
US governmental donors. Their financial and methodical assistance influenced the
symmetry of the political playing field in Russia, Georgia and Ukraine, as well as the
capability of civil society to control the government. The investigation of the
programmatic level included the following six sectors of US democracy assistance:
electoral assistance; political party assistance; constitutional assistance; legislative
strengthening; NGO strengthening; and media strengthening.

Russian case. At the diplomatic level, the Clinton administration absolutely
neglected the principal of democratic conditionality. President Yel’tsin was regarded as
the sole democrat even at a point when he practically eliminated the legislative branch
from the political process. US financial assistance was exceptionally directed to
recipients that belonged to the Yel'tsin’s entourage. Such an approach by the US
facilitated the anchoring of autocracy instead of democracy. At the programmatic level,
US donors’ activities did not level the political playing field but rather increased its
asymmetry. The US supported only Yel’tsin’s and his loyalists’ electoral campaigns,
discriminated ideologically unacceptable (but highly popular among Russian population)
political parties, and did not attempt to strengthen the Russian Parliament which opposed
President Yel’tsin. Thus, the US government put all its eggs in one basket. The future of
Russian democracy was made dependent on a single leader, which decreased the
likelihood of democratic consolidation.

Georgian case. At the diplomatic level, the Bush administration provided the

Saakashvili government with unconditional political and financial support and refrained
from criticising President Saakashvili’s efforts to expand the powers of the executive
branch and manipulate electoral regulation. Such an approach inflated Saakashvili’s and
his team’s feeling of impunity and thus decreased the likelihood of democratic
consolidation. At the programmatic level, US donors’ activities failed to enable
opposition and civil society. On the contrary, post-Rose revolution changes in priorities
and the funding volumes of some programmes (political party assistance, NGO and

media strengthening) increased the asymmetry of the political playing field in Georgia
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and limited the capability of civil society to monitor and control the government. This
also decreased the likelihood of democratic consolidation. In Georgia, the US funded
programme of constitutional assistance did not have any impact. The only programme
that had a positive impact was the electoral assistance programme.

Ukrainian case. At the diplomatic level, the US government unconditionally

supported President Yushchenko and his team. The Bush administration did not
condemn Yushchenko’s illegal attempts to limit the powers of the legislative branch and
exert pressure on the judiciary. In other words, the US government failed to fulfil its
restraining function and consequently decreased the likelihood of democratic
consolidation in Ukraine. However, at the programmatic level, unlike in Russia and
Georgia, the US donors ensured fairly stable support for the Ukrainian opposition and
civil society. In the wake of the Orange revolution, the US did not reduce its assistance
to the electoral process, Parliament and independent media. US assistance to Ukrainian
political parties was also free of bias and did not aim to promote the ‘orange’ political
forces. All this increased the likelihood of democratic consolidation. The US policy had
some features of pragmatic democracy protection policy only in the case of NGO
assistance. In the wake of the Orange revolution, US donors cut the funding of civil
society programmes and this could have a negative impact on Ukrainian NGOs’
capability to control the government.

The main results of the research are summarised in the following table:

RUSSIA GEORGIA UKRAINE
(1991-1996) | (2003-2008) (2004-2009)
{ Conditionality in bilateral Pragmatic Pragmatic Pragmatic
DIPLOMATIC relations
LEVEL
Elecloral assistance Pragmatic Idealistic Idealistic
Political party assistance Pragmatic Pragmatic Idealistic
PROGRAMMATIC Constitutional assistance Pragmatic Pragmatic
LEVEL Legislative strengthening Pragmatic Idealistic
NGO strengthening Pragmatic Pragmatic
Media strengthening Pragmatic Idealistic
Impact on
democratic Negative Negative Mixed
consolidation

Based on the theoretical discussion and empirical research presented in this

dissertation, we can draw the following broader conclusions:
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1. When investigating the influence of external actors on the process of
democratic consolidation, the actions of external actors cannot be analysed separately
from their impact on the choices made by the domestic actors of a new democracy. It is
not possible to consolidate democracy without the participation of domestic actors, so
external actors must always search for allies (so-called ‘coalition partners’) within a new
democracy.

2. For internal actors, capabilities to act are as important as intentions when
pursuing the goals of democratic consolidation. The government of a new democracy
usually has enough resources but is not necessarily committed to obey democratic rules.
Within the political opposition and civil society, there are always groups committed to
democratic procedures but they often lack resources to pursue their goals. The task of an
external actor is to interact both with the government and the opposition/civil society and
to affect their intentions and capabilities in a direction conducive to democratic
consolidation.

3. When assessing the impact of democracy protection policy on democratic
consolidation, a researcher must avoid the assumption of a ‘positive actor’ and must
investigate the possibility of both positive and negative impacts. In order to trace and
explain cases of negative impact, it is necessary to investigate the motivation of the
external actor in question. In donor countries, the goal of democratisation is always
competing with other foreign policy goals, especially with national security interests. A
priority attached to one of those competing goals shapes the democracy protection policy
implemented by the external actor and, by extension, determines its impact on
democratic consolidation.

4. The ‘democratisation vs. security’ dilemma affects not only the interaction
between the external actor and the government of a new democracy (diplomatic
relations) but also the interaction between external actors and the opposition/civil society
(assistance programmes). This argument has been proven true also by the research
conducted for this dissertation, which documented the distorting effect that US security
interests made on certain democracy assistance programmes in Russia, Georgia and
Ukraine. Therefore, any comprehensive research of an external actor’s role must include

both the diplomatic and programmatic levels of democracy protection policy.
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5. The evidence presented in this dissertation leads to the conclusion that an
electoral assistance programme is less vulnerable to security-driven distortions than all
other US funded programmes. In the electoral assistance sector, the US pursued an
idealistic democracy protection policy both in Georgia and Ukraine. This was the only
sector that witnessed idealistic policy in more than one case. It suggests that in the 21st
Century, free and fair elections have become a certain ‘red line’ which even the pro-
American leaders of new democracies are not allowed to cross. It should be noted that
the exclusive attention given by the US to the electoral process makes the sudden
breakdown of a new democracy less likely but does not protect it from gradual erosion.

6. The study of the Russian, Georgian and Ukrainian cases revealed that
democracy protection policy is more vulnerable to security-driven distortions at the
diplomatic level. In all of the cases investigated, the US government did not apply
democratic conditionality and provided stable political and financial support to leaders
who ultimately abused democratic procedures. At the programmatic level, US
democracy protection policy generally was less pragmatic (except for the Russian case).
This leads to the conclusion that US governmental donors (various agencies, funds and
other organisations) are intermediaries with a certain degree of autonomy. US security
interests are not always reflected in its democracy assistance programmes. This can be
explained by the notorious inflexibility of aid bureaucracy and the long time horizons of
its planning.

7. The impact of US democracy protection policy was different in the Russian and
Georgian cases on the one hand and the Ukrainian case on the other. In all cases, the US
failed to change the balance of the first ‘scales’ (i.e. to prevent dominant political forces
from abusing power). However, in the Ukrainian case, unlike in cases of Russia and
Georgia, the US successfully changed the balance of the second ‘scales’ (i.e. contributed
to an evening of the political playing field and boosted the capability of civil society to
control the government). In spite of different values of the independent variable, the
dependent variable - the likelihood of democratic consolidation — retained
approximately the same value (low/decreasing likelihood of democratic consolidation) in
all three cases. Such results suggest a conclusion that the first ‘scales’ (restraining the
government) are more significant to democratic consolidation prospects than the second

‘scales’ (enabling the opposition and civil society). Taken together with the above
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conclusion, this provides a rather pessimistic assessment of the effectiveness of
democracy protection policy. The actions of external actors are more significant at the
diplomatic level but, at the same time, they are more vulnerable to security-driven
distortions.

8. The research carried out for this dissertation provides no answer as to why US
policy in Ukraine is a deviant case and why the hypothesis of the dissertation was only
partly confirmed in this single case (i.e. US democracy protection policy has not a
negative but mixed impact on democratic consolidation). One of the reasons can be a
relatively more even political playing field and more vibrant civil society. In the course
of research, it was established that most democracy assistance programmes are demand
driven. The stronger political opposition parties, NGOs and media outlets are, the more
assistance they can take from donors. Perhaps in Ukraine, more organised aid recipients
managed to establish long-term ties to US aid providers and, as a result, the volumes of
assistance were less affected by US security interests. However, in order to verify this or

any other possible hypothesis, new case studies need to be conducted.
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DEMOKRATIJOS GYNIMO POLITIKOS POVEIKIS DEMOKRATIJOS
KONSOLIDAVIMUI: JAV POLITIKA RUSIJOJE,
GRUZIJOJE IR UKRAINOJE

Santrauka

Darbo aktualumas ir tiriamoji problema

Egzistuoja tam tikras mitas, esa demokratineé santvarka daro stebuklus: prisideda
prie tarptautinés sistemos ir vidaus politikos stabilumo, skatina tarptauting ir vidaus
ekonoming plétra, stiprina Zmogaus teisiy apsauga ir mazina socialing nelygybe
(Schraeder, 2003). Sis idealistinis vaizdinys skatina demokratines Siaurés Amerikos ir
Vakary Europos valstybes skleisti demokratija visame pasaulyje. Taciau daZnai
demokratijos skleidéju nacionalinio saugumo interesai ir realistiné politika viska
apverCia aukStyn kojomis ir, pavyzdZiui, tarptautinis stabilumas, tarsi tur¢jgs biti
demokratizacijos pasekme, sureikSminamas labiau uZ pacia demokratija. Su dilema
,demokratija ar saugumas“ nuolat susiduria ir giliausias demokratijos skleidimo
tradicijas turinCios Jungtinés Amerikos Valstijos (JAV), kuriy uZsienio politika nuo
XX a. pradZios formavo dvi konkuruojancios filosofijos: pragmatinis realizmas ir
demokratinis idealizmas (Kissinger, 1995).

PrieStaravimai tarp globalios demokratizacijos ir nacionalinio saugumo tiksly yra
aktuali ir nemazai tyrinéta tema tarptautiniy santykiu disciplinoje. Taciau daugiausia
Siame kontekste buvo nagrin¢jami demokratijos skleidimo (iSorés veikeéjo politikos
diktatoriSky rezimy atZvilgiu) atvejai ir palyginti maZai démesio skirta demokratijos
gynimo (iSorés veikéjo politikos naujyjy demokratijy atzvilgiu) atvejams. Sia spraga
bitina uZpildyti, nes laikotarpiu po Saltojo karo net ir iSorés veikéju remiamos naujuju
demokratijy pastangos konsoliduoti demokrating santvarka neretai pasibaigdavo
laipsniSku grizimu prie autoritarinio valdymo.

JAV politika posovietinéje erdveje yra idealus atvejis tokio pobudZio tyrimams
del dviejy priezasc¢iu: regiono valstybiy svarbos JAV saugumo interesams ir nesekmingo
naujyjy demokratijy konsolidavimo pavyzdziy. DidZiausio tyré¢ju démesio, Zinoma,
sulauké Rusijos raida. Svarbu pabréZzti tai, kad tirdami nepavykusi Rusijos bandyma

1991-1999 m. itvirtinti demokrating santvarka kai kurie politologai atkreipé démesi 1
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prieStaringa JAV vykdytos politikos poveiki. Juy tyrimai atskleidé, kad JAV
administracija neiSvengé klaidingy pasirinkimy spr¢sdama dilema ,,demokratizacija ar
saugumas‘ — besalygiSka JAV parama provakarietiSkam Rusijos prezidentui Borisui
Jelcinui nepasiteisino ir nepadéjo itvirtinti demokratijos Sioje Salyje (Goldgeier &
McFaul, 2003; Marsden, 2005).

Du naujesni atvejai, irgi sukéele didelj tyréju susidoméjima, buvo 2003 m. RoZiy
revoliucija Gruzijoje ir 2004 m. OranZiné revoliucija Ukrainoje. IS¢jusios 1§ autoritarinio
rezimo, Gruzija ir Ukraina netrukus susidiré su rimtais demokratijos konsolidavimo
sunkumais. Idomiausia tai, kad nepagarba demokratinéms Zaidimo taisykléms neretai
demonstravo ne kokios nors antisistemines politinés jégos, o JAV remiami spalvotyjy
revoliucijy lyderiai — prezidentais iSrinkti Michailas SaakaSvilis ir Viktoras JuScenka.
Tokia padetis keéle asociacijas su B. Jelcino Rusija. Abiem atvejais naujyju demokratijy
lyderiai buvo provakarietiSki ir vykdé¢ JAV interesus atitinkancia uZsienio politika.
Abiem atvejais JAV nepaisydavo kai kuriy nedemokratiSky Siy lyderiy veiksmy ar
apsiribodavo pakankamai Svelnia kritika. Abiem atvejais naujosios demokratijos patyre
rimty konsolidavimo sunkumy. Apibendrinant empirinius steb¢jimus, kyla esminis
klausimas: ar JAV nuolaidZiavimas naujyjy demokratijy lyderiams nedaré¢ zZalos paciam
demokratijos konsolidavimo procesui? Aptariami atvejai skatina formuluoti moksling
problema: koks yra rySys tarp iSorés veike€jo saugumo interesy naujojoje demokratijoje,
jo vykdomos demokratijos gynimo politikos ir naujosios demokratijos konsolidavimo
perspektyvuy?

Ankstesniy tyrimu apZvalga parodé, kad kiti autoriai nesigilino i panaSumus tarp
1991-1996 m. Rusijos bei porevoliuciniy Gruzijos ir Ukrainos atvejy, nebandé pazvelgti
1 JAV politika Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje per dilemos ,,demokratizacija ar saugumas*

prizme. Sia spraga uZpildo disertacijoje atliekamas tyrimas.

Darbo naujumas ir reiksme

Demokratizacijos tema politikos moksle yra viena 1§ ty, kurios reikalauja
perzengti riba tarp lyginamosios politikos ir tarptautiniy santykiy bei pasitelkti tyrimams
abiejuy discipliny izZvalgas. Tac¢iau daznai politologai $ia riba band¢ iStrinti tik ZodZiais,
taip ir nesukurdami dvieju discipliny Zinias integruojan¢io tyrimo modelio (Schmitz,

2004). Tam ilga laika kliudé atsieta iSoriniy ir vidiniy demokratizacijos veiksniy analize.
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Rasti iSeit; politologams pavyko visai neseniai, kai buvo pasiiilyta tyrima pradéti nuo
rezimy kaitos teorijy, identifikuoti demokratinius pokyc€ius skatinancius/stabdancius
nepriklausomus kintamuosius ir tik tada tirti iSorés veikéju poveiki Siems kintamiesiems
(McFaul, 2007).

Disertacijoje atliekamas tyrimas yra organizuojamas pagal $ia inovatyvia tyrimo
strategija. Nors toki kelia pastaruoju metu rinkosi ir keletas kity autoriy (Magen &
Morlino, 2009; McDonagh, 2010), jie visgi nepasinaudojo svarbiomis tarptautiniy
santykiy disciplinos jZvalgomis. Né viename tyrime nebuvo nagrinéjama iSorés veikéjo
motyvacija vykdyti demokratijos skleidimo/gynimo politika, nebuvo skiriama démesio
konkurencijai tarp demokratizacijos ir kity iSorés veikejo tiksly. ImplicitiSkai buvo
daroma tikrove supaprastinanti prielaida, kad Vakary valstybés ir jy dominuojamos
tarptautinés organizacijos daro tik teigiama ijtaka kity Saliy demokratizacijai arba,
nepavykus pageidaujama linkme paveikti vidaus veikéjuy pasirinkimy, neturi jokios
itakos. Atidarius viena ,juodaja déze¢“ (demokratizacijai reikSmingi vidaus veikéju
pasirinkimai parama gaunancioje Salyje), kita ,juodoji deéze* (demokratizacijai
reikSmingi iSorés veikéjy pasirinkimai parama teikianCioje Salyje) liko uzdaryta.
Disertacijoje konstruojami nauji analitiniai jrankiai leidZia iSspresti Sia problema ir pilnai

iSnaudoti lyginamosios politikos ir tarptautiniy santykiy discipliny sukauptas Zinias.

Darbo tikslas ir uZdaviniai

Disertacijoje atlieckamo tyrimo objektas yra po demokratiniy proverziy JAV
vykdyta politika, kuria siekta prisidéti prie demokratijos konsolidavimo Rusijoje,
Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje. Si politika darbe vadinama demokratijos gynimo politika. Tyrimo
laikotarpis apima 5 metus po demokratiniy proverzZiy: pirmyjy tiesioginiy prezidento
rinkimy Rusijoje ir spalvotyjy revoliucijy Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje. Rusijos atveju Sis
laikotarpis apima 1991-1996 m., Gruzijos atveju — 2003-2008 m., o Ukrainos atveju —
2004-2009 metus. Pasirinktas laikotarpis patogiai sutampa su pirmosiomis prezidenty
B. Jelcino, M. SaakaSvilio ir V. JuS€enkos kadencijomis. Jis taip pat didZigja dalimi
sutampa su JAV prezidenty Billo Clintono ir George‘o W. Busho valdymu.

Darbo tikslas — iStirti, kaip JAV saugumo interesai veiké ju vykdyta demokratijos
gynimo politika posovietinése Salyse bei koki poveiki tai turé¢jo demokratijos

konsolidavimui Rusijoje, Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje. Atsizvelgiant i darbo tiksla, keliama
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hipoteze, kad JAV saugumo interesai iSkreipe ju vykdyta demokratijos gynimo politika

taip, kad $i ne didino, bet maZino demokratijos konsolidavimo tikimybg.

Siekiant iSsikelto tikslo darbe jgyvendinami Sie uZdaviniai:

teoriSkai iSnagrinéti iSores veikeéjy poveikio reZimy kaitai mechanizmus;
konceptualizuoti iSorés veikéju vaidmeni demokratijos konsolidavimo procese
ir sukonstruoti atitinkama tyrimo modelj;

konceptualizuoti iSorés veikejo saugumo interesy poveiki jo pastangoms ginti
demokratija;

istirti JAV saugumo interesy itaka Rusijoje, Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje vykdytai
demokratijos gynimo politikai;

pvertinti  JAV  demokratijos gynimo politikos poveiki demokratijos

konsolidavimui Rusijoje, Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje.

Ginamieji teiginiai

Remiantis atliktu tyrimu, disertacijoje ginami Sie teiginiai:

1.

[Sorés veikéju jtaka demokratijos konsolidavimui pasireiSkia ne tiesiogiai, o
per atitinkamus vidaus veikejy sprendimus. Tod¢l nepriklausomu kintamuoju
tokiuose tyrimuose turi buti laitkoma iSorés ir vidaus veikéju saveika.
Veiksminga demokratijos gynimo politika reikalauja i§ iSorés veikéjo
orientuotis 1 demokratini procesa ir veikti dviem Kkryptimis: varzyti
demokratizuojamos valstybés politing valdzia bei jgalinti opozicija ir pilieting
visuomeng.

JAV saugumo interesai daré iSkreipiant] poveiki ju vykdytai demokratijos
gynimo politikai visose tirtose posovietinése Salyse: Rusijoje, Gruzijoje ir,
maZzesniu mastu, Ukrainoje. JAV labiau stengési ginti ne demokratinj procesa,
o parankiy lyderiy pozicijas naujy demokratijy valdZioje.

JAV vykde¢ kontrproduktyvig demokratijos gynimo politika, kuri netiesiogiai
skatino Rusijos, Gruzijos ir Ukrainos politing valdZia pazeidinéti demokratines
taisykles. Be to, tirtose posovietinése Salyse (iSskyrus Ukraing) JAV

finansuotos paramos demokratijai programos didino politinio Zaidimo lauko
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asimetriSkuma ir ribojo pilietinés visuomenés galimybes kontroliuoti valdzia.

Tokia JAV politika maZino posovietiniy demokratijy konsolidavimo tikimybg.

Tyrimo metodas ir teorinis modelis

Taikant rezimy kaitos teorijas, darbe laikomasi voliuntaristinés prieigos ir
manoma, kad demokratizacija lemia valstybés vidaus veikéjy pasirinkimai. ISorés
veikéjai gali daryti jtaka demokratizacijai tik netiesiogiai, paveikdami atitinkamus vidaus
veikéju sprendimus. Tiek 1 vidaus, tiek | iSorés veikéju pasirinkimus Zvelgiama iS
racionalistinés/materialistinés perspektyvos, t. y. tikima, kad juy pasirinkimai priklauso
nuo materialiy interesy ir yra pagristi racionaliu apskaiciavimu.

Empirinéje darbo dalyje atliekamos trys atvejo studijos (Rusijos, Gruzijos ir
Ukrainos), kurios lyginamos tarpusavyje. Atliekant atvejo studijas buvo naudojamas
procesy atsekimo metodas, kuris pad¢€jo nustatyti nepriklausomo kintamojo
(demokratijos gynimo politikos) vaidmeni procese, vedan¢iame i tam tikra priklausomo
kintamojo (demokratijos konsolidavimo) rezultata. Surinkti duomenys leido sujungti
nepriklausomg ir priklausoma kintamuosius i logiska priezasting granding ir irodyti, kad
nepriklausomas kintamasis yra reikSmingas. Tiesa, toks tyrimo metodas turi savo ribas ir
neleidZia iSmatuoti tiriamo nepriklausomo kintamojo reikSmingumo ir palyginti jo su
kity nepriklausomy kintamyjy galimu poveikiu.

Atliekant tyrima buvo naudoti jvairis duomenys: giluminiy interviu medziaga,
statistin¢ informacija, oficialis pareiSkimai, kalbos ir dokumentai, Ziniasklaidos
praneSimai bei anksciau atlikti kity autoriy tyrimai. Siekiant iStirti JAV politikos
programini lygmeni, 2010-2011 m. Tbilisyje ir Kijeve buvo atlikta per trisdesimt
giluminiy interviu su JAV paramos demokratijai teik¢jais ir gavejais.

ISorés veikéju vaidmuo demokratijos konsolidavimo procese disertacijoje
konceptualizuojamas konstruojant originaly ,,dveju svarstykliy“ modelj, paremta
lyginamosios politikos disciplinos iZvalgomis. Pagal §i modeli, iSorés veikéjas daro itaka
naujos demokratijos konsolidavimui bendradarbiaudamas su dviem vidaus veikéju
grupemis (,,koalicijos partneriais®). Pirma, iSorés veikejas deda pastangas, kad politinei
valdZiai (valdanCiajai politinei jégai) atrodyty nenaudinga pazeidinéti demokratines
procediiras siekiant iSlaikyti ir sustiprinti savo valdZia. Antra, iSorés veikéjas teikia

parama opozicinéms partijoms ir pilietinei visuomenei, taip bandydamas padéti vidaus
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veikéjams jveikti su dalyvavimu politiniame procese susijusias vidines kliiitis. Pirmuoju
atveju iSorés veik¢jas atlieka varZymo, antruoju — igalinimo funkcija. Grafiskai ,,dveju

svarstykliy* modelj galima pavaizduoti taip:

ISores veikejai Opozicija ir pilietiné

Politiné valdzia visuome né

Varfymas [zalinimas

™~ [forés spaudimas lZorés parama T~

Vidiniai kadtai Vidinés klifitys

Sukonstruotas ,,dvejy svarstykliy“ modelis operacionalizuoja nepriklausoma
kintamaji — demokratijos gynimo politika. Si politika suvokiama kaip ja vykdanéio
iSorés veikejo saveika su naujos demokratijos vidaus veikejais. ,,Dveju svarstykliy®
modelyje nepriklausomas kintamasis yra ranginis, jis galima iSdélioti skal€je nuo
maziausio (nenusvertos n¢ vienerios svarstyklés) iki didZiausio (nusvertos abejos). ISorés
veik€jui nenusverus ne vieneriy svarstykliy, galima teigti, kad demokratijos gynimo
politika neturéjo jokio poveikio demokratijos konsolidavimui. Nusvertos vienerios arba
abejos svarstykles reiskia, kad demokratijos gynimo politika didino demokratijos
konsolidavimo tikimybg. ,,.Dveju svarstykliy* modelis gali biiti pritaikytas ir analizuojant
neigiamga demokratijos gynimo politikos poveiki demokratijos konsolidavimui. Apie
neigiama poveiki leisty kalbéti stebimi iSorés veikéjo veiksmai, kuriais jis pats trukdyty
sau nusverti ,,svarstykles®.

[Sorés veikéjo saugumo interesy poveikis jo pastangoms ginti demokratija
disertacijoje konceptualizuojamas konstruojant originalias idealistinés ir pragmatinés
demokratijos gynimo politikos koncepcijas, paremtas tarptautiniy santykiy disciplinos
iZvalgomis. Nuo to, kaip iSorés veikéjas sprendZia nuolat iSkylancCia dilema
,demokratizacija ar saugumas®, priklauso jo politika naujosios demokratijos atzvilgiu.
ISorés veikejo vykdoma demokratijos gynimo politika galima vadinti idealistine, jeigu jis
teikia pirmenybg demokratiniam procesui ir yra neSaliSkas to proceso dalyviy atzvilgiu.
Jeigu iSorés veikéjo saugumo interesai daro ji priklausoma nuo konkreiy lyderiy

iSlikimo naujosios demokratijos valdZioje, tai gali turéti iSkreipianti poveiki iSorés
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veik¢jo vykdomai demokratijos gynimo politikai. UzZsienio politikos dilemas, su
kuriomis susiduria iSorés veikéjas, ir i$ to iSplaukianti jo vykdomos demokratijos gynimo

politikos tipa apibendrina §i schema:

"y i~ e Y ‘e
{De mokratinés taikos Demokratijos sklei- Prioritetas demo- Idealistiné demokratijos

idealas ) L dimas ir gynimas ) L kratiniam procesui ) synimo politika

Y
Y

h 4

™y i e "
Nacionalinio Stabilumas ir Prioritetas sajungi- Pragmatiné demokratijos
saugumo interesai ) L draugiski lyderiai ) .':\ ninkams valdZioje ) L eynimo politika

Pragmatinés demokratijos gynimo politikos koncepcija papildo ,.dveju
svarstykliy* modelj, nes atsako i klausima, kokiomis aplinkybémis imanomas neigiamas
demokratijos gynimo politikos poveikis demokratijos konsolidavimui. Ji leidZia
paaiskinti paradoksalias situacijas, kai iSorés veiké¢jo veiksmai trukdo jam paciam

nusverti atitinkamas “svarstykles”.

Tyrimo rezultatai ir isvados

Disertacijoje buvo analitiSkai iSskirti ir tiriami du JAV demokratijos gynimo
politikos lygmenys: diplomatinis ir programinis. Diplomatiniame lygmenyje
(atitinkanCiame pirmasias ,,svarstykles®) pagrindiniai veikéjai buvo JAV aukS$cCiausios
valdZios institucijos: prezidentas, vyriausybé ir parlamentas. Siy institucijy sprendimai
del politines ir finansinés paramos Rusijos, Gruzijos ir Ukrainos vyriausybéms veikée Siy
Saliy valdZios motyvacija, skatino arba sulaiké nuo tam tikry nedemokratisSky veiksmuy.
Programiniame lygmenyje (atitinkanCiame antrasias ,,svarstykles*) pagrindiniai veikéjai
buvo JAV vyriausybiniai donorai, kuriy teikiama finansin¢ ir metodiné¢ parama veike
Rusijos, Gruzijos ir Ukrainos politinio Zaidimo lauko simetriSkuma ir pilietinés
visuomeneés galimybes kontroliuoti iSrinktaja valdZia. | programinio lygmens tyrima
buvo ijtraukti SeSi JAV teikiamos paramos demokratijai sektoriai: parama rinkimy
procesui, politiniy partiju stiprinimas, pagalba raSant Kkonstitucija, parlamento
stiprinimas, NVO stiprinimas ir Ziniasklaidos stiprinimas.

Rusijos atvejis. Diplomatiniame lygmenyje B. Clintono administracija visiSkai

nesivadovavo demokratinio salygiSkumo principu. Prezidentas B. Jelcinas buvo
laikomas alternatyvy neturinCiu demokratu net ir tuomet, kai praktiSkai eliminavo 18

politinio proceso istatymy leidZiamaja valdZia. JAV finansiné parama irgi buvo teikiama
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tik B. Jelcinui artimiems paramos gaveéjams. Toks amerikieciy poZiiiris skatino Rusijoje
ne demokratijos, o patvaldystés itvirtinima. Programiniame lygmenyje JAV donory
veiksmai ne mazino, bet didino politinio Zaidimo lauko asimetriSkuma. Amerikieciai
rémé iSskirtinai B. Jelcino ir jo bendrazygiy rinkimy kampanijas, diskriminavo
ideologiskai nepriimtinas (nors Rusijos visuomenes stipriai palaikomas) politines partijas
ir nesieke stiprinti B. Jelcinui oponavusio parlamento. Tokiu biidu JAV vyriausybe, kaip
sakoma, visus kiauSinius sudéjo i viena krep$i. Demokratijos Rusijoje ateitis tapo
priklausoma nuo vieno lyderio, o tai mazZino demokratijos konsolidavimo tikimybe.

Gruzijos atvejis. Diplomatiniame lygmenyje JAV vyriausybe teiké besalygiSka

politing ir finansing parama M. SaakaSvilio vyriausybei bei nekritikavo jo pastangu
stiprinti vykdomosios valdzios galias ir manipuliuvoti rinkimy jistatymais. Toks
amerikieCiy pozitris leido M. SaakaSviliui ir jo bendrazygiams pasijusti
nekontroliuojamiems ir taip mazino demokratijos konsolidavimo tikimybg.
Programiniame lygmenyje JAV donory veiksmai nepadéjo igalinti opozicijos ir pilietinés
visuomenés. AtvirkSciai, po RoZiy revoliucijos pasikeite dalies programy (paramos
politinéms partijoms, nevyriausybinéms organizacijoms ir Ziniasklaidai) prioritetai ir
finansavimo lygis tik padidino politinio Zaidimo lauko Gruzijoje asimetriSkuma ir
apribojo pilietinés visuomenés galimybes stebéti ir kontroliuoti valdZia. Tai taip pat
mazino demokratijos konsolidavimo tikimybg. Gruzijos atveju pagalbos raSant
konstitucija programa neturéjo jokio poveikio, o vienintelé pozityvy poveiki dariusi
programa buvo JAV parama rinkimy procesui.

Ukrainos atvejis. Diplomatiniame lygmenyje JAV vyriausybé besalygiskai réme

naujai iSrinkta prezidenta ir jo komanda. G. W.Busho administracija nekritikavo
neteisety V. JuSCenkos bandymu varZyti parlamento galias ir daryti spaudima teismuy
sprendimams. Kitaip tariant, JAV vyriausybé neatliko varZymo funkcijos, o tai savo
ruoztu mazino demokratijos konsolidavimo Ukrainoje tikimybg. Taciau programiniame
lygmenyje, skirtingai nei Rusijoje ir Gruzijoje, JAV donorai uztikrino pakankamai
stabilig parama Salies opozicijai ir pilietinei visuomenei. Po OranZinés revoliucijos JAV
nesumazino démesio rinkimy procesui, parlamento stiprinimui ir nepriklausomai
Ziniasklaidai. Amerikieciy parama Ukrainos politinéms partijoms taip pat buvo teikiama
gana neSaliSkai ir neskatino ,,oranziniy“ politiniy jégu dominavimo. Visa tai didino

demokratijos konsolidavimo tikimybg. Negatyvi hipotez¢ programiniame lygmenyije iS$
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dalies pasitvirtino vieninteliu atveju — paramos nevyriausybinéms organizacijoms
programoje. Po OranZinés revoliucijos JAV donorai apkarpé finansavima pilietinei
visuomenel, o tai gal¢jo sumazinti jos galimybes kontroliuoti valdzia.

Disertacijoje atlikto tyrimo rezultatus apibendrina §i lentelé:

RUSIJA GRUZIJA UKRAINA
(1991-1996) (2003-2008) (2004-2009)
) SalygiSkumas dvisalivose Pragmatiné Pragmatiné Pragmating
DIPLOMATINIS N L
LYGMUO { santykiuose
Parama rinkimu procesui Pragmaling [dealisting Idealistine
Politiniy partiju stiprinimas Pragmatiné Pragmatiné Idealistiné
PROGRAMINIS Pagalba raSant konstitucija Pragmatiné Pragmatiné
LYGMUO Parlamento stiprinimas Pragmatiné Idealistiné
NVO stiprinimas Pragmatiné Pragmatiné
Ziniasklaidos stiprinimas Pragmatiné Idealistiné
Poveikis
demokratijos Neigiamas Neigiamas Misrus
konsolidavimui

Darbe pateikta teoriniy diskusijy apZvalga ir gauti tyrimo rezultatai leidZia daryti
kai kurias bendresnes iSvadas:

1. Tiriant iSorés veikéjy itaka demokratijos konsolidavimo procesui, iSorés
veikejo veiksmai negali buti analizuojami atsietai nuo ty veiksmuy poveikio naujosios
demokratijos vidaus veikéju pasirinkimams. Demokratijos konsolidavimas neimanomas
be vidaus veikéjy dalyvavimo, todél iSorés veikéjas visada yra priverstas ieSkoti
sajungininky (vadinamyjy ,.koalicijos partneriy‘) naujosios demokratijos viduje.

2. Ar naujosios demokratijos vidaus veikejy veiksmai prisidés prie demokratijos
konsolidavimo, priklauso ne tik nuo jy motyvy, bet ir nuo galimybiy veikti. Politiné
valdZia daZniausiai turi reikiamuy iStekliy, bet ne visada yra motyvuota laikytis
demokratiniy taisykliy. Politin¢je opozicijoje ir pilietin¢je visuomene¢je visada yra
demokratines procediiras ginaniy grupiy, bet joms daZniausiai truksta iStekliy siekti
savo tikslams. ISorés veikeéjo uzduotis yra saveikauti su abiem vidaus veikéjy grupémis ir
paveikti ju motyvacija/galimybes demokratijos konsolidavimui palankia kryptimi.

3. Vertinant iSorés veikéjo vykdomos demokratijos gynimo politikos ijtaka
demokratijos konsolidavimui, biitina vengti ,,pozityvaus veikejo* prielaidos ir tirti tiek
teigiamos, tiek neigiamos jtakos galimybe. Atsekti ir paaiskinti neigiamo poveikio

atvejus leidZia iSorés veikéjo motyvacijos tyrimas. Parama demokratijai teikian¢iose
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valstybése demokratizacijos tikslas visada konkuruoja su kitais uZzsienio politikos
tikslais, visy pirma su nacionalinio saugumo interesais. Vieno i§ tiksly dominavimas
konkre¢iu atveju nulemia iSorés veikéjo vykdomos demokratijos gynimo politikos
pobidi ir jos jtaka demokratijos konsolidavimui.

4. Dilema ,,demokratizacija ar saugumas‘* daro jtaka ne tik iSorés veikéjo saveikai
su naujosios demokratijos politine valdZia (diplomatiniams santykiams), bet ir saveikai
su opozicija ir pilietine visuomene (paramos programoms). Tai patvirtino ir Sioje
disertacijoje atliktas empirinis tyrimas, atskleidgs iSkreipiant] JAV saugumo interesy
poveiki kai kurioms Rusijoje, Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje vykdytoms paramos demokratijai
programoms. Tod¢l iSsamus iSorés veikéjo vaidmens tyrimas turéty apimti ir
diplomatini, ir programini demokratijos gynimo politikos lygmenis.

5. Disertacijoje atlikto tyrimo duomenys leidZia daryti iSvada, kad paramos
rinkimy procesui programa yra atsparesn¢ saugumo interesy salygojamiems
iSkraipymams uz kitas JAV finansuojamas programas. Paramos rinkimy procesui
sektoriuje JAV vykde idealisting demokratijos gynimo politika tiek Gruzijos, tiek
Ukrainos atvejais, ir tai buvo vienintelis sektorius, kuriame idealistiné politika uZfiksuota
daugiau nei vienu atveju. Tai liudija, kad XXI a. laisvi ir saZiningi rinkimai yra tapeg
savotiSka ,raudongja linija“, kurios JAV vyriausybé neleidZia perZengti net ir
proamerikietiSka uzsienio politika vykdantiems naujyjy demokratijy lyderiams. Svarbu
pazymeéti, kad iSskirtinis JAV démesys rinkimy procesui mazina naujosios demokratijos
zlugimo tikimybe, bet neapsaugo nuo demokratijos erozijos.

6. Rusijos, Gruzijos ir Ukrainos atvejy tyrimas parode, kad pazeidZiamesne
iSkreipianciai saugumo interesy itakai yra diplomatinio lygmens demokratijos gynimo
politika. Visais tirtais atvejais JAV vyriausybe nesilaiké salygiSkumo principo ir teike
demokratines procediiras pazeidin¢jusiems lyderiams stabilia politing ir finansing
parama. Programinio lygmens JAV demokratijos gynimo politika buvo maZiau
pragmatiné (iSskyrus Rusijos atveji). Tai leidZia teigti, kad JAV vyriausybiniai donorai
(ivairios agentiiros, fondai ir kitos organizacijos) yra tarpininkai, turintys tam tikra
autonomijos laipsni. JAV saugumo interesai ne visada atsispindi paramos demokratijai
programose. Tai greiCiausiai lemia paramos biurokratijos (angl. aid bureaucracy)

nelankstumas, kylantis 1S ilgalaikio veiklos planavimo.
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7. JAV demokratijos gynimo politikos poveikis Rusijoje, Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje
skyrési. JAV visais atvejais nenusveré pirmyjuy ,.svarstykliy“ (neuzkirto kelio
dominuojanciy politiniy jégu piktnaudZiavimui valdzia), bet Ukrainos atveju, skirtingai
nei Rusijos ir Gruzijos, JAV nusvéré antrasias ,,svarstykles* (padéjo mazinti politinio
Zaidimo lauko asimetriSkuma ir didinti pilietinés visuomenés galimybes kontroliuoti
valdzig). Nepaisant skirtingy nepriklausomojo kintamojo reikSmiy, priklausomas
kintamasis — demokratijos konsolidavimo tikimybé — visais tirtais atvejais turéjo panasia
reikSme (maza/maZz¢janti demokratijos konsolidavimo tikimybe¢). Tokie tyrimo rezultatai
suponuoja iSvada, kad pirmosios ,svarstyklés“ (politinés valdZios varZymas) yra
svarbesnés demokratijos konsolidavimui nei antrosios ,,svarstykles® (opozicijos ir
pilietinés visuomenés jgalinimas). Susiejant §ia iSvada su pateiktaja ankstesniame
punkte, gaunamas pesimistinis demokratijos gynimo politikos veiksmingumo vertinimas.
ISorés veik¢jo veiksmai diplomatiniame lygmenyje yra svarbesni demokratijos
konsolidavimui, bet jie tuo pat metu yra ir pazeidZiamesni saugumo interesy nulemtiems
iSkraipymams.

8. Disertacijoje atlikto tyrimo nepakanka atsakyti i klausima, kodél Ukrainos
atvejis yra iSimtinis (angl. deviant case), kod¢l Siuo vieninteliu atveju darbe iSkelta
hipotezé pasitvirtino tik i§ dalies, t. y. JAV demokratijos politika turéjo ne neigiama, o
miSry poveiki demokratijos konsolidavimui. Viena i§ priezasCiy gali biiti tai, kad
Ukraina iSsiskyre lygesniu politinio Zaidimo lauku ir gyvybingesne pilietine visuomene.
Tyrimo metu buvo nustatyta, kad dauguma paramos demokratijai programy yra
orientuotos | paklausa (angl. demand driven). Kuo stipresnés yra opozicinés politinés
partijos, nevyriausybinés organizacijos, Ziniasklaidos priemon¢s, tuo daugiau uZsienio
donory paramos jos sugeba pasiimti. Galbiit Ukrainoje organizaciskai stipresni paramos
gavejai  sugebeéjo uZmegzti ilgalaikius rySius su parama teikianCiomis JAV
organizacijomis, tod¢l paramos lygis buvo maziau veikiamas JAV saugumo interesy.

Taciau norint patikrinti $ig ar kitas galimas hipotezes, reikéty atlikti naujy atvejo studijy.
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