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THE STRUCTURAL INFLUENCE OF EXTERNAL FACTORS ON THE
TRANSFORMATION OF POST-SOVIET REGIMES: CASES OF UKRAINE AND
GEORGIA

Summary

Research problem and relevance

The focus of the dissertation is the problem of regime transformation in post-soviet
space, which is defined as comprised of the former republics of Soviet Union. Georgia and
Ukraine are chosen as the objects for the case studies. The problem is both practical and
theoretical. On the practical side there is a growing agreement among politicians and
academicians that despite the promising start of “coloured revolutions” in Georgia (2003)
and Ukraine (2004) no real regime transformation has taken place. Relations between
Georgia and Ukraine on the one side and European Union on the other has shown that
neither Kiev nor Thilisi are coming closer to “democratic” standards set by European
Union. Such tendencies are contrary to the expectations which were related to these
countries’ prospects after the overthrowing of the semi-authoritarian regimes in 2003-2004.
Comparison the regimes’ characteristics just before the colour revolutions with these in
2007-2008 does not reveal real changes and in some areas it seems that former non-
democratic political regimes have been even stronger embedded. On the theoretical level
this comes into opposition to the statements of “transitology” paradigm which declares that
democratization (i.e. regime change) is the inevitable path of modern states. Therefore, the
practice of the regime change processes in Ukraine and Georgia challenges theoretical
statements of transitologists and encourages looking for the alternative models to
understand and explain the transformation of political regimes in post-soviet space. The
question arises “why haven’t Georgia and Ukraine used the momentum to implement a real
regime change?” Trying to answer this question this dissertation as the starting point takes

the position suggested by researches as Thomas Carothers or Vladimir Gelman who states
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that the analysis of the democracy promotion or regime transformation should start with
different assumptions than transitology paradigm does. “They should start by assuming that
what is often thought of as an uneasy, precarious middle ground between full-fledged
democracy and outright dictatorship is actually the most common political condition today
of countries in the developing world and the postcommunist world. It is not an exceptional
category to be defined only in terms of its not being one thing or the other; it is a state of
normality for many societies, for better or worse. The seemingly continual surprise and
disappointment that Western political analysts express over the very frequent falling short of
democracy in “transitional countries” should be replaced with realistic expectations about
the likely patterns of political life in these countries” (Carothers, 2002). Not denying the
“state-building” approach, suggested by some scholars (Jankauskas&Gudzinskas, 2008) the
present dissertation encompasses much broader — structural — context. Such approach is
based on several arguments/observations. It is argued that external factors and the milieu of
the action have to be restored as important independent variables in the analysis of the
regime transformation. The importance of these factors is proved by recent practical events
in international politics — the example of the EU and NATO enlargement’s significance for
the regime change in Baltic States or Central European states being the most obvious.
Having this in mind the dissertation offers to start the analysis of the regime transformation
from the identification of the structural environment of the transformation process and its
implications. The research is based on the analysis of Georgian and Ukrainian cases. Those
cases are chosen because (1) both are under the influence of much bigger power centres —
Russia and the EU; (2) both are the most advanced in terms of democracy building among
former USSR republics; (3) both countries have the hybrid regimes; (4) both occupy a
special place in relations between Russia and the West; (5) both have the experience of

“colour revolutions”.



Research goals and objectives

Goals of the present research can be separated into theoretical and practical ones. On
the theoretical level there is an attempt to elaborate the model for the analysis of the
transformations in post-soviet space which would include internal and external, material and
ideational, and institutional factors, and would not be based on linear (normative) approach
to democratisation, encouraged by the transitology paradigm. The elaboration of this model
would contribute to the practical goal of the dissertation — to evaluate the significance and
impact of differing external actors (Russia and the EU) to the transformation processes in
Georgia and Ukraine.
The identified goals presuppose the following objectives of the research:

e to analyse the theoretical concept of structure and structural milieu in the existing
academic literature and to propose its’ applications possibilities for the research of
political regime transformation in post-soviet space;

e to formulate an synthetic (based on elements of structural realism, sociological
institutionalism, and constructivism) model of the impact of [structural] milieu on the
behaviour of actors during the regime transformation;

e to present the characteristics of Russian and European structural milieus and to
define the activities of Russian and European actors, implied by these milieus, in the
post-soviet space;

e to analyse the characteristics of transformation processes in Georgia and Ukraine by
evaluating their structural conditions and the intersecting influence of Russia and
Europe;

e [on the ground of the above mentioned analysis] to evaluate the influence of Russian
and European actors for the creation of stable political regime in post-soviet space

and to present recommendations for further research.

The goals and the objectives of the dissertation are elaborated in order to defend two

main thesis of the research:



1. External factors are untenably eliminated from the analysis of transformational
processes in post-soviet space and have to be brought back into the outlook of the
researchers:

a) though the development of political regimes in the post-soviet space depends on
the actions of internal actors, their [decisions’] nature depends on structural
milieu — the whole of material and ideational factors, which defines the order,
stability and perceived ideal way of development;

b) the structural milieu of the activities cannot be described as consisting only of
material or ideational factors. Milieu is comprised both of ideas and the material
basis.

2. Georgia and Ukraine operate in the intersecting — promoted by different external
players — milieus. Such reality contemporaneously stimulates different
transformational trajectories and final results. Those milieus differ in their ideational,
material and institutional contents:

a) Russia and European countries operate in different structural milieus, which are
defined by well-established specific relation and socio-political order. There is no
stable and relatively clearly defined socio-political order (regime) in post-soviet
space (regimes in transition), hence the external factors are the crucial
determinants of their political regimes’ transformation path;

b) the activities of Russian and European actors are determined by the established
structural milieu, which is recreated in the permanent process of social
interaction. Different normative and positional worldviews, disseminated by
external players contributes to the stagnation or even degradation of democratic
processes in Georgia and Ukraine;

c) European actors are in less favourable position in comparison with the Russian
ones because they have to change the existing structural milieu in post-soviet
space in order to promote regime change while Russian actors have only to

preserve/sustain the already established “order of the things”.
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Academic novelty and significance

Though post-soviet space and transformational processes there have been analysed
quite broadly, there remains several “grey zones” which still have not attracted sufficient
attention of scholars, especially in the West. First, much bigger academic attention is paid
to analysis of “success stories” in post-soviet space. There are piles of papers on
transformation in Central and Eastern European states (Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary,
and Slovakia). Smaller but also impressive numbers of analysis are done on the Baltic
States. Enormous attention, especially in last ten years, is being paid to Russian
phenomenon. However, other elements of former soviet space still receive comparatively
modest attention. Researches in Ukraine, Georgia, and Kazakhstan do a lot of analytical
work, but usually their efforts remain outside of the dominant academic discourse. One of
the reasons for that is the practical-applied but not theoretical-academic character of these
researches. Second problem, imposed mainly by the dominance of the tranzitology
paradigm, is the ignorance of the significance of external factors/actors on the
transformational processes in post-soviet space. Other problems, or underdeveloped
research areas, are related to the above mentioned shortcomings — there is no systemic and
inter-disciplinary research, internal and international processes are analyzed separately,
most of the researches have strategic, but not academic character. This dissertation
contributes to the already existing analytical work and creates the added value by
researching the influence of formally external factors on the political regimes under
transformation. In other words, the dissertation analyses how the transformation of political
regimes in Georgia and Ukraine is being affected by external [structural] milieu —
behavioural patterns, rules of the game, identity constructions, and the material needs of the
external actors - Russia and the European Union. The added value and the novelty of the
dissertation can be described in the following way: (1) it comprises external and internal
factors, which have the influence on the transformation of the political regime; (2) the
research done includes the analysis of overlapping/intersecting milieus’ — Russian and

European effects on transformation are analyzed in parallel; (3) though the colour
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revolutions and their sources have been analysed broadly, this dissertation offers the “after
revolution” analysis, which is focused on the developments in Georgia and Ukraine after the
revolutionary events; (4) the chosen theoretical approach is intended to fix the existing gap
between differing practical and theoretical worlds as well as between various theoretical
approaches. Generally, the analysis of the intersecting external influence of Russian
Federation and the Europe[an Union] in Georgia and Ukraine on the process of regime

transformation is the main academic novelty of the present dissertation.

Theory and methodology

Theoretical approach used in this dissertation can be described as an attempt to
synthesize the insights of structural realism, constructivism and neo-institutionalism. It is
argued that the “black box” of the state have to be opened in order to conceptualize the
relations among different structural dimensions which affect societies’ political, economic,
or cultural life. The goal is to create some kind of pre-theory which would allow the
identification of the milieu in which practical decisions are made. It is a structural theory.
The theory applied in this dissertation says that all actions of [political] actors can be
understood and explained only after knowing the ideational, material and institutional
context in which these actors operate. Therefore, the researcher has to start from the analysis
of the structural milieu. In the present research this milieu is described as consisting of three
main elements (dimensions) — material, identical, and institutional. Actors’ behaviour
depends on (1) how they see themselves and others (identity); (2) what they perceive as
legitimate and just course of action (institutions or rules of the game); and (3) what are their
material needs/capabilities (material basis). Analysis of these three structural elements
allows to gain the structural understanding (Wight, 2006) about main driving forces of any
actor’s behaviour. Since Georgia and Ukraine are caught in between the parallel influence
of Russian and European structural milieus, it is much more difficult in these countries to
stabilise and consolidate political regime. Competing paths of development supported by

influential external factors cause regime fluctuation. It is argued that namely this
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“intersection of structures” is the main factor contributing to the endless regime
transformation process in post-soviet space. Cases of Ukraine and Georgia are the most
illustrative because their connectedness to Europe and Russia are relatively equal.

Theoretical model of political regimes transformation in the post-soviet space
developed in this dissertation can be summarized in a following way. First, based on the
example of Georgian and Ukrainian cases it is argued that the path of transformation in
former soviet republics whose independence mainly has been the epiphenomenon of much
broader structural transformations in the international politics is not necessary the linear
way from autocracy to democracy. Second, due to the intersecting impact of external
factors, these states flounce about not being bounded by appropriate ideational, institutional,
and material order (i.e. structure). Third, short statehood experience combined with
individual (not state’s) interests of powerful players inside the countries hamper the
stabilisation “from inside” in short or middle term. Fourth, Russian and European
structures, both interested in establishment of their respective “structural order” in post-
soviet space, become very influential external factors for the regime stabilisation in post-
soviet countries. Consequently, it is the compatibility (or its absence) of the Russian and
European “structural orders” which is the crucial factor for the regime stabilisation in
Georgia and Ukraine. Fifth, Georgia’s and Ukraine’s own possibilities to stabilize the
situation (i.e. their subjectivity) are not excluded but they depend on the capability to grasp
the essence and contents of the structural orders with which the future is associated. This
grasp depends on: (1) the acquiring of collective identity; (2) the embedding and
legitimization — both on formal and informal levels — of the specific “rules of the game”; (3)
the appropriate configuration of material basis.

Structural theoretical approach of the research implies appropriate research methods.
Formulation of integrated (combining ideational and material factors) understanding of
structural milieu eliminates the positivist “if-then” methodology as the only possible. The
dissertation rejects the tactics of empirical generalizations and is oriented to the creation of

the middle-range theory, which is based on both inductive and deductive methodology. The
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purpose is to “understand” regime transformation process in the post-soviet space and only
later — to “explain” it. Therefore, this dissertation aims at the structural understanding — not
the explanation of specific events, but the identification of conditions which make some
event or action possible and plausible. Following A.Wendt’s position it is sought to develop
the problem-driven but not method-driven science. Therefore, empirical research is mainly
produced using the process-tracing method (George&Bennet, 2005). Furthermore, the
multipartite understanding of the structural milieu used in the dissertation induces the use of
statistical analysis (enquiry of the material basis), content analysis and some aspects of the
discourse analysis (enquiry of the institutional element), and sociological opinion polls

(identity inquiries).

Main results and conclusion of the research

Theoretical part of the dissertation starts with the conceptualisation of the term
“structure”. Analysis of the definitions, used by structural realists (K.Waltz), other
representatives of IR theory (C.Wight, G.Sorensen), constructivists (A.Wendt, N.Onuf), and
sociologists (A.Valantiejus, D.Desller, W.Sewell) leads to working definition of the
“structure” used in the present research. Structure (or structural milieu) is the order of the
socio-political interaction which is re-established by the permanent interplay of actors in
three dimensions - identity, institutional, and material. It gives a sense to individual
behaviour and also draws its virtual limits.

On the ontological level the status of integrated phenomena/object is attributed to the
structure. Structure does not exist exogenously and separately from the individuals (actors).
It is not ontologically primitive but has a constitutive effect in relation to its constituent
parts. Structure exists as ideational and material milieu of political behaviour which is
constructed in the process of socio-political interaction and is re-constituted due to
repetition of the specific patterns of interplay among actors.

On the epistemological level the analysis of structure and its impact on actors’

behaviour rejects the positivist approach and the possibility to identify causal relations. It
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presupposes the inquiry of ideational and material milieu of the socio-political behaviour:
identification of cognitive and identity models recognised in social interaction,
identification of the rules which define the appropriate behaviour, and definition of the
limits for the action drawn by the existing material resources/circumstances. Such inquiry
allows the identification of the dominant “logic of appropriateness”, and enables to define
the constitutive impact of the structural milieu on the behaviour as well as to establish the
patterns of behaviour which can be used to change the existing structural milieu.

Application of this theoretical approach to international politics leads to the conclusion
that there are several international structural milieus simultaneously existing on the
international arena. Those milieus have various and sometimes intersecting structural forms.
They differ in their institutional, identity or material dimensions and their internal
interaction. The examples of Russian and European structural milieus are very illustrative.
Agents under the impact of each milieu operate according to different “logics of
appropriateness” and generate different worldviews, nurture different [collective] identity
dispositions and apply different legitimate rules of the game. Since Russian and European
structures are generally “internalized” (i.e. stable and consistent) the existing differences are
most clearly felt in the zone of their intersection, i.e. in the post-soviet space. Common
agreement among the subjects which operate in this space regarding the internalized and
institutionalized patterns of behaviour is still underdeveloped and this implies non-stability
and the absence of [structural] order. Parallel application of the rules or identities which are
characteristic to different structural milieus leads to instability of political regimes. Their
stabilisation is only possible through the internalization of one of the competing external
structural orders.

What are the main structural differences between Russian and European orders? The
analysis of the [collective] identity, institutions and material basis in Russia and Europe
reveals the following differences. On the [collective] identity level subjects in the Russian
structural milieu do not identify themselves with their counterparts in Europe — Russia and

Europe operate in different spheres of collective identity. Russia and Europe are “Others”
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regarding each other. Those identity differences are embodied in different organizational
forms — CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States) and the European Union being the
most obvious examples. Accordingly, subjects operating inside Russian and European
identity structures have a clearly defined understanding of commonality. Very briefly they
can be named as “the Great Power” (Russia) and “the Normative Power” (Europe). Clear
separation between the appropriate and legitimate rules of the game can be found on the
institutional dimension as well. Nominally these dimensions in Russia and Europe are
“sovereign democracy” and “democracy” respectively. Additional qualitative difference in
the institutional dimension is related to the importance of the formal and informal rules of
the game. They are generally compatible and supplementary in the European case but very
divergent in Russian case which means that informal rules dominate over the formal ones
(informal rules usually substitute non-workable formal institutions). This difference in
application of formal and informal rules is due to the impact of global structural milieu,
which defines some standards for the possible/objective behaviour and therefore prompts to
keep some habitual rules of the game (especially in Russian case) non-formalized. The
characteristics of the material basis in Russian and European structural milieus are the most
difficult to generalize. There are obvious differences in the energy sector (Russia being the
supplier and Europe — the buyer) but it is also obvious that both sides are equally dependant
on each other materially. Neither Russia would be able to cancel energy and economic
cooperation with the EU without serious damage nor is it in the interests of Europe to
abandon material partnership with Russia. However, it is also noteworthy that on the very
primitive material level Russia and Europe do not have direct material leverages to
influence each other’s institutional or identity dimensions. There are no territorial conflicts,
no military basis which could be used as the instrument of direct threat. Europe and Russia
are mutually dependent in the material sphere and it would not be reasonable to worsen
these relations due to pragmatic calculations (i.e. not taking into account such variables as

the ideology or values).

-13-



The present analysis of the structural differences between Russia and Europe confirms
one of the thesis defended in this dissertation that there are different structural
configurations (cultures, according to A.Wendt) in the international political system which
have different impact on the behaviour of agents accordingly. This impact is also estimated
in the analysis. The conclusions show that in Russian case, (1) the agents’ assessments of
the specific situations are based on the realpolitik cognitive categories, (2) since the “Great
Power” identity is nurtured, other actors on the international arena are perceived as
enemies/competitors [for power], (3) accordingly, a behaviour which stems from this
structural milieu is based on power balancing, security dilemma, zero-sum game and the
logic of the spheres of influence. Behaviour is subordinated to perceived goals and all
possible measures are used to achieve them. On the other hand European structural milieu
stimulates the following behaviour of European actors: (1) specific situations are assessed
from the normative perspective and behaviour is evaluated on the basis of specific values
and ideals, (2) own behaviour as well as the behaviour of other actors is initially perceived
as striving for cooperation, dialog, and consensus-seeking since this pattern of interaction is
treated as the most effective. “Others” are partners, not enemies; (3) accordingly, internal
patterns of interaction inside Europe are translated into interplay with other actors —
cooperation is the main form and confrontation is used only as the last resort (in the case of
self-defence).

Next step of the analysis is the investigation of structural conditions under which
Georgian and Ukrainian actors operate. The empirical analysis of these conditions is

summarized in the following table:

Ukraine Georgia

Identity

Ukraine‘s [collective] identity is not
clearly defined and still is in the processes
of creation. Remarkable that even on the
corporate identity level Ukraine is not
united — there are clear differences
between regions. Such absence of
consolidated identity has a negative effect
on Ukraine‘s possibilities to form
common/collective European or Russian

Georgia has a relatively clearly defined
corporate national identity. Estimating the
prospects for collective identity formation

strong evidence can be found that
commonality with the West and the
hostility towards Russia is the dominant
tendency in Georgia. However, the
problem lies in a fact that the perception
of “the West” is based almost exclusively
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identity. Affinity with both external

negative effect on the internal
stabilisation of political regime.
Intersecting identities, supported by
hinder dialog and compromise due to

are promoted.

identity centres of gravity is almost equal.

This situation leads to the conclusion that
the identity dimension of the structural
milieu in which operates Ukraine has a

Russia and Europe generate conflicts and

different ways by which these identities

on material calculations. Georgia’s
“European” collective identity is the
result of purely material considerations,
which treat international system as the
arena for subjects (states) competing for
power. On the identity level Russian and
European structures do not overlap —
“western” collective identity is being
created. Nevertheless, there is a clear
mismatch between “European” and
“American” collective identities in
Georgia with the latter gradually
obtaining the dominant position.

Rules

(Institutions)

similar to the Russian structural milieu.
Dominant patterns of behaviour include

dimension without proper attention to
political and human rights elements. The
definition of the rule of law is perverted.
Situation in the institutional dimension of
Ukraine’s structural milieu indicates that
it is much easier to sustain the Russian

structural influence then to create and
internalize the European one. However,
in terms of the political process Ukrainian
rules of the game are closer to European

than in the case of Georgia.

Institutional dimension in Ukraine is very

power relations, informal rules dominate
over the formal ones, the understanding of
democracy is confined to socio-economic

The rules of the political processes in
Georgia remind the Russian structural
milieu even stronger than Ukrainian do.
In addition to power relations, informal
rules and socio-economic perception of
democracy there is a strong tendency to
strengthen the power centralization in
Georgia. Like in Ukraine, Russian
structural milieu is much easier to sustain
then to create and internalize the
European one.

Material

basis

Material dimension of structural milieu in
Ukraine can also be described as
“dispersed”. Ukraine is dependent on
Russia in energy sphere. Russia is also the
biggest Ukraine’s export and import
partner. Similarity of dominant rules of
the game to Russian patterns facilitates
penetration of the Russian capital into
Ukrainian market. In turn this increases
structural dependence on Russia. Big
number of emigrants from Ukraine makes
money for living also in Russia.

Georgian material dependency is
diversified between Russia and Europe.
Main structural element of the material
basis in Georgia which has the biggest
negative effect on regime transformation
is separatist regions. Material dependency
of Georgian inhabitants (great number of
Georgians earn their salaries working in
Russia) also contributes to increasing
dependency namely on Russia.

Summary

Identity — ambivalent;

Rules of the game — Russian structure is

dominant;

Material basis — more or less equal

influence of Russian and European

structures, though dependency on Russia
in some strategic sectors determine its

stronger factual influence.

Identity — “western”, but more
“American” than “European”;
Rules of the game - Russian structure is
dominant;

Material basis — ,,frozen conflicts” forces
stronger structural dependency on Russia.
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Presented structural conditions for action in Georgia and Ukraine reveals several
important moments related to the prospects of regime transformation: (1) patterns of socio-
political interaction which generate different norms of appropriate behaviour and different
collective identities are being contemporaneously applied in both countries; (2)
underdeveloped collective identity and asymmetrical material dependence on external actors
hinder the establishment of autonomous structural milieu; (3) structural dimension of the
rules of the game is characterized by the similarity to Russian socio-political patterns of
interaction and therefore is a very important obstacle to consolidation of the democratic
political regime; (4) however, Russian rules of the game face the competition of European
norms; (5) intersecting impact of external players in the structural milieu creation process
puts duplex pressure on Ukrainian and Georgian actors and hampers the entrenchment of
anyone of them. Present situation leads to volatility and instability.

It also allows making some practical conclusions and recommendations.

First, Georgia’s and Ukraine’s relationship with a structural milieu promoted by
Russia is characterised by the following elements:

e Agents of the post-soviet space are indispensible elements of Russian created “Great
Power” identity. However, their role is limited to that of “vassals” but not equal
partners. Therefore, the control of post-soviet space is integral standard of Russian
behaviour and is defined by Russian identity.

¢ Russian behaviour towards the players in post-soviet space replicates those rules of
the game which are perceived as appropriate in Russian internal activities. Patterns of
behaviour, dominant in socio-political interaction among Russia’s internal actors are
transferred into external interaction (opening of the “black box”).

e Actors in post-soviet space (Ukraine, Georgia) do not accept such Russian behaviour
as reasonable. Having quite explicit corporate identity these countries cannot accept
the role of “vassals” and contribute to re-establishment of Russian identity in this

way. Though Ukraine and Georgia have many similarities to Russia, the collective
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identity promoted by the latter is one of the most important obstacles for Russia and
actors in post-soviet space to become “We”.
Accordingly, condition for the building of alternative collective identity in post-soviet
space exists which is promoted by parallel behaviour of European actors.
Second, the effect of European structural milieu on post-soviet space is manifested
through different measures and also faces different obstacles:

¢ In the understanding of European actors post-soviet space is unstable and potentially
dangerous region there active involvement is necessary in order to promote “the
sphere of security and stability”. Perception of the post-soviet space which is
generated by European structural milieu depicts countries in this region as being
under the process of modernization which can be assisted by transferring European
rules of the game and the best experience.

e Such perception rises from European self-identification as a “normative power”.
Collective “We” in Europe is defined by specific rules of the game and principles of
behaviour which represent common values. Therefore, the main goal of the
involvement of European players in post-soviet space is institutional integration and
the entrenchment of European values and rules of the game.

e This European “offer” is attractive for Georgia and Ukraine in a sense of collective
identity formation but faces problems due to its institutional backing which requires
huge changes in the existing structure of Georgia’s and Ukraine’s internal
interaction. European institutional milieu (i.e. the requirement to implement
structural institutional reforms in order to become “Europeans”) is the biggest
obstacle on “Europeanization” of the post-soviet space.

Third, influence of external structural milieus promoted by European and Russian
actors in post-soviet space has a crucial negative effect on the transformation of political
regimes in Georgia and Ukraine. It hinders the establishment of sustainable socio-political

order and collective identity. Being caught between the influence of both Russian and
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European structures post-soviet countries become dependent on the impact of structural
milieu which is re-established by external actors.
Fourth, on the theoretical level several important insights can be produced:

e The analysis of regime transformation in post-soviet space has to encompass internal
and external as well as material and ideational factors. Application of only some of
them inevitably leads to the wrong understanding of the situation and to the wrong
generalizations.

e Regime transformation processes in post-soviet space follow very different path in
comparison to earlier transitions (Latin America, South-Eastern Europe). Therefore,
statements of the transitologists should not be treated as misleading but as having a
limited application in time and space. Conditions which frame the transformation in
post-soviet space are different, so transitology is not appropriate approach.

e The understanding of structural milieu (structure) as consisting of three interrelated
dimension — collective identity, rules of the game and material basis — provides the
researcher with a opportunity to see much broader (though very complex) context of
actors behaviour. It is proved that link between actors’ behaviour in internal and
external politics is worth much bigger attention in political and international relations
theories.

e The chosen theoretical approach and perception of structure as trinomial entity gives
good reason to see the international system as comprised of different structural
orders. “Unlike units” (Sorensen, 2009) are different in their ideas, legitimate rules of
the game and material basis. Those structural differences form different structural
milieu of the behaviour which determine different worldviews and patterns of socio-
political interaction.

Fifth, empirical analysis of post-soviet space based on the above mentioned theoretical
presumptions shows that Russia and Europe have very divergent understanding of functions
and roles attributed to the post-soviet space. Structural analysis identifies main reasons for

this divergent understanding and explains why different measures and instruments are used
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in the process of interaction. Since European collective identity and institutions have a
direct impact on behaviour, it allows explaining the “passivity” of Europe as observed by
many researchers. Analysis of European structural milieu leads to the conclusion that such a
“passive” approach is the only possible due to existing structural limitations. The culture of
dialog and cooperation, stemming from European collective identity does not provide room
for any other kind of interaction. Structural analysis even states that any other behaviour
(military threat, etc.) would go into contradiction with European structural milieu and
therefore it is inconceivable. There is almost the opposite situation in the Russian case there
the dominant pattern of behaviour is based on the principle “goals authorizes the means”.
Such pattern of behaviour rises from collective identity nurtured by Russia. The same
applies to the usage of formal and informal measures. While European countries seek for
legalized and formalized methods, Russian actors feel free to manipulate unauthorized or
illegal channels of influence. Entrenchment of informal practices in Georgia and Ukraine
(coming from soviet times and repeated application after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union) provides Russia with huge comparative advantage. It even allows Russia to take
advantage of Europe’s official methods by filling them with “Russian” contents. Therefore,
it can be concluded that Europe closes off the possibility for itself to use “hard” tools of
influence and this is due to European structural limitations. Meanwhile, Russia hardily
applies its own methods and also transfers its internal patterns on behaviour into post-soviet
space. European approach of interaction is less successful in this case because principles of
“ownership” and cooperation are applied which are not effective in post-soviet space
without strong material backing (incentives). Much more frequent interaction on different
levels (not only governmental but also on the people-to-people level) allows Russia to
preserve and strengthen its structural milieu in post-soviet space. Official, formal and
sometimes incomprehensible way of interaction, promoted by European actors shows
weaker results as it is confirmed by stagnating progress on Georgia’s and Ukraine’s way to

Europe.
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Finally, some practical recommendations stem from the research as well. These
recommendations are comparable to evaluation of the effectiveness of the tools of influence
applied by Russian and European actors but nevertheless are important.

Perhaps the most important conclusion — new behavioural patterns are necessary in
order to increase European influence in post-soviet space which is currently downplayed by
Russian actions. They have to balance Russian influence but not to repeat Russian methods.
The main danger which Europe faces if it chooses to apply “harder” policy is the
strengthening and stronger internalization of Russian structural milieu. In other words
“harder” measures risk repetition (and institutionalization) of social interaction which
promotes balance of power, zero-sum game and power relations.

Arguments that conditionality and socialisation as the instruments of European
influence in post-soviet space do not work without the membership perspective are also
confirmed. Short-term thinking which is dominant in post-soviet space hinders the
effectiveness of long-term measures applied by the European actors (Association
agreement, Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade agreement) as accelerators for regime
transformation. It is especially true in the face of fast and effective short-term possibilities
provided by Russia (loans, credits) which do not require structural reforms.

One possible way to solve the mentioned problem is the separation of long-term
advantages offered by the EU into smaller and short-term objectives, related to particular
rewards. For example, the implementation of specific acquis should be tied to very specific
economic inducements. Visa regime still applied to people travelling from the post-soviet
space to Europe does not contribute to the promotion of European structural milieu as well.
It is very obvious advantage which Russia has — social interaction is much more frequent
and the re-establishment of particular socio-political order is much more effective.

The sphere of [collective] identity formation potentially is the most European-friendly
in post-soviet space. It seems likely that underlining the real problems and offering joint

solutions (instead of concentrating on formalized and bureaucratised implementation of

-20 -



acquis) could become one of the important spheres there European could strengthen its links
to post-soviet space.

Evaluating the prospects for entrenchment of Russian structural milieu in post-soviet
space several important remarks are noteworthy. First, it is obvious that “path dependency”
of the post-soviet space is favourable to Russia. Rules and material dependence formed by
Russia in post-soviet space during several decades do not change overnight. Through active
involvement in the business of post-soviet space Russia successfully re-creates and
internalizes own institutional arrangements and material dependency of Georgia and
Ukraine. The main shortcoming of Russian activities is its’ promoted collective identity.
Post-soviet countries treat themselves as “modern states” (i.e. sovereign, independent
entities) and this comes in opposition to the perception promoted by Russia as “zone of
privileged interests”. Persistent and sometimes aggressive Russian behaviour in order to
keep total control of post-soviet space is also the deterring factor which prevents post-soviet
actors from closer integration with Russia. It is possible that further reckless attempts by
Russia to spread its identity of suzerain may lead post-soviet countries to search for the

alternative descriptions of “We”.
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DISERTACIJOS SANTRAUKA

Disertacijoje nagrinéjama problema

Tarp politology ir tarptautiniy santykiy specialisty po 2003-2004 metais Ukrainoje ir
Gruzijoje ivykusiy ,spalvotyju revoliuciju™ isitvirtino pozitris, kad Sios Salys yra
daugiausiai demokratijos itvirtinimo prasme pasiekusios Salys tarp visy buvusiy SSRS
respubliky. Taciau Zvelgiant retrospektyviai, Siandieniné padétis tiek Ukrainoje, tiek
Gruzijoje néra tokia dziuginanti, kokia buvo tuoj po V.Jus¢enkos ir M.SaakaSvilio atéjimo {
valdzia. Nesuvaldoma korupcija, oligarchinés tendencijos, klany kovos, politin¢ suiruté
(Ukrainoje), galios koncentracija, oponenty persekiojimas (Gruzijoje) net ir praéjus
penkeriems metams po peréjimo i demokratija, kuri zymeéjo ,,spalvotosios revoliucijos®,
neleidzia kalbéti apie demokratijos itvirtinima. Biutent politiniy rezimy transformacija
posovietinése valstybése, iSgyvenusiose peréjimq | demokratijq, yra pagrindiné siame darbe
nagrinéjama problema. Nagrin¢jamas klausimas, kodél Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje ivykes
per¢jimas | demokratija netapo demokratijos itvirtinimo prielaida. IeSkant atsakymo 1 §i
klausima abejojama tranzitology siiilomais rezimy transformacijos modeliais ir siilomas
alternatyvus poziiiris | posovietinés erdvés politinés transformacijos procesus. Remiamasi
nuostata, kad demokratijos sklaidos tyrinétojai ir praktikai turi kitaip pazvelgti i savo darba
ir pasiremti kitokiomis prielaidomis. Vadovaujantis tokiu ,revizionistiniu“ pozitriu ir
atsisakant tranzitologinés paradigmos mastymo, keliamas klausimas, kaip dar galima
pazinti, suprasti ar paaiskinti posovietingje erdvéje vykstanéias politines transformacijas ir
jas lemiancius veiksnius? Neatmetant ,valstybés kurimo* pozitrio prielaidy, Sioje
disertacijoje i analize itraukiamas platesnis — struktiirinis — kontekstas, kuriame vyksta
posovietiniy politiniy rezimy transformacijos. Disertacijoje sitiloma politiniy rezimy
transformacija Ukrainoje ir Gruzijoje pradéti nagrinéti nuo transformacijos salygu
identifikavimo ir $iy salygu poveikio atskiry veikéju elgesiui ,,supratimo®.

Taigi, disertacijoje nagrinéjami transformaciniai procesai, ju pobidj ir trajektorija
lemiantys veiksniai valstybése, kurios buvo sudétine Soviety Sajungos dalis. Geografinés
tyrimo ribos apibréZziamos dviem Salimis — Ukraina ir Gruzija.
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Problemos aktualumas ir tyrimo mokslinis naujumas

Kalbant apie Sios disertacijos aktualuma ir naujuma reikia pazyméti kelis svarbius
momentus. Galima iSskirti bent kelias ,,pilkasias zonas®, kurios kol kas nesulauké
pakankamo démesio analizuojant posovietinés erdvés transformacinius procesus akademiky,
ypac Vakary, tarpe.

Pirma, posovietinés erdvés tyrimuose daugiausiai akademinio démesio sulaukia
,,sekmingos transformacijos® atvejai. Lyginamosios politikos ir tranzitologinés paradigmos
atstovai yra priras¢ gausybe literatiiros, nagrin¢jancios Lenkijos, Vengrijos ir kity Saliy kelia
nuo autoritarinés prie demokratinés valdymo sistemos. Kaip atskiras atvejis, milZinisko
démesio susilaukia Rusijos tyrimai. Tuo tarpu kitos sudedamosios posovietinés erdveés
dalys, bent jau kol kas, susilaukia gerokai maZiau démesio. Baltarusijos, Ukrainos,
Moldovos ar Piety Kaukazo valstybiy tyrimai, galbiit d¢l pernelyg didelio démesio Rusijos
fenomenui, kol kas néra pakankamai iSplétoti, o daugelis egzistuojanciy darby paprastai yra
praktinio-strateginio, bet ne visada teorinio-akademinio pobiidzio. Taigi, Sios valstybés,
esancios tarp Rusijos ir ES, vis dar iSlieka ,,pilkaja zona“ — tiek politine-praktine, tiek
akademinio istirtumo prasme.

Antra ,,pilkoji zona* posovietiniuose tyrimuose, kuria, daugelio autoriy sutarimu,
palieka tranzitologinés paradigmos dominavimas, yra iSoriniy veikéjy/veiksniy jtaka
transformaciniams procesams posovietin¢je erdvéje. Siuo aspektu Ukraina ir Gruzija yra
idealus tyrimy laukas. Kadangi Sios Salys veikia ,,dvigubos traukos* tarp Rusijos ir Vakary
zonoje, nuodugnus zvilgsnis 1 skirtingomis struktiirinémis salygomis veikian¢iy iSoriniy
zaideju poveik] transformaciniams procesams gali duoti neikainojamos naudos.

Apzvalgininkai iSskiria ir kitus trikumus, susijusius su posovietinés erdvés tyrimy
specifika: (1) tarptautinio demokratijos skatinimo tyrimai reikalauja sujungti vidinius ir
iSorinius pasaulius, atveriant valstybés ,juodaja deéze¢* ir plétojant tiek teorines, tiek
empirines zinias apie §iy pasauliy saveika. NeiSvengiamai tai yra tarp-disciplininis
uzsiémimas, reikalaujantis skirtingy socialiniy moksly sri¢iy teoriniy izvalgy ir

metodologiju. (2) Dauguma esamos literatiiros apie iSorinius veiksnius yra apraSomoji ir
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pagrindini démes; skiria nacionalinés politikos motyvacijai, strategijoms ir instrumentams.
Atitinkamai, egzistuoja gausi literatiira apie atskiry valstybiy ir tarptautiniy organizacijy
demokratijos skatinimo politika, taciau netgi amerikieti§kus ir europietiSkus poziirius labai
retai bandoma integruoti. To pasekmé — sisteminio mastymo apie visa galima iSoriniy
veiksniy, lemianCiy tarptauting demokrating ir antidemokrating aplinka, trikumas. (3)
Dazniausiai naudojami sékmingos demokratizacijos pavyzdziai skatina tendencingy ir
Salisky iSvady formulavima. Norint gauti rimtus ir objektyvius rezultatus i tyrimus biitina
itraukti ir nesékmingos demokratizacijos atvejus, kuriuose buvo jauc¢iamos didelés iSorinés
pastangos arba tuos atvejus, kai demokratizacija {vyko be didesnio iSoriniy jéguy poveikio.
,Nesekmingi* atvejai turi buti itraukti, kad biity galima iSskirti/izoliuoti tuos priezastinius
mechanizmus, kurie buvo biitini per¢jimui | demokratija ir aiskiai atskirti nuo autoritariniy
rezimy krizés atveju.

Sioje disertacijoje siekiama prisiderinti prie jau egzistuojandiy tyrimy konteksto ir
sukurti pridéting vert¢ konkreciai koncentruojantis | formaliai iSoriniy veiksniuy poveiki
transformacija iSgyvenantiems politiniams rezimams. Kitaip tariant, darbe nagrin¢jama,
kaip Ukrainos ir Gruzijos transformacijos procesus veikia iSoriniy veikéju — Rusijos ir
Europos - elgesio modeliai su jiems budingomis taisyklémis, tapatybinémis
konstrukcijomis ir materialiais poreikiais. Tai sudaro ir pridéting Sio darbo vertg bei leidzia
kalbéti apie naujuma esamy tyrimy kontekste.

Visy pirma, darbe susiejamos iSorinés ir vidinés politiniy rezimy transformacijos
procesa itakojanciy veiksniy dimensijos.

Antra, tyrimas apima skirtingy iSoriniy veikéjy susidurian¢io/persidengiancio poveikio
analiz¢. Jei gan iSsamios europeizacijos studijos nuodugniai nagrinéja ES poveiki
demokratijos itvirtinimui narystés siekianciose Salyse, tai Sis tyrimas itraukia ir Rusijos,
kaip visiSkai skirtinga poveiki posovietiniy Saliy transformacijoms turin€io veikéjo, analizg.

Trecia, [kol kas] Ukraina ir Gruzija yra ,,neuzbaigto arba ,,nes¢kmingo* demokratijos

itvirtinimo atvejai, todél juy tyrimas turi pridéting verte. Nors ,spalvotyju revoliucijy®
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priezastys yra iSnagrinétos ganétinai iSsamiai, tolimesnis rezimy transformacijos procesas
kol kas lieka uz rimty akademiniy tyrimy ribuy.

Ketvirta, pasirinkta teoriné problemos nagrinéjimo prieiga leidzia pabandyti i§spresti
dar viena egzistuojanti transformaciniy procesy analizés trikuma — atotriiki tarp skirtingy

teoriniy pozilriy bei akademinio ir praktinés politikos pasaulio.

Teorinis tyrimo modelis

Sprendziant iSkelta problema disertacijoje siekiama sukurti integruota teoring prieiga,
kuri leisty ne tik ikomponuoti vidinius ir iSorinius veiksnius i vientisa transformaciniy
procesy analizés modelj, bet ir pasitelkty skirtingy teoriniy perspektyvy (institucionalizmo,
konstruktyvizmo, struktiirinio realizmo) izvalgas, kurios paprastai pateikia skirtingus
argumentus ir netgi prieStarauja viena Kkitai. Pasirinkta prieiga lemia tai, kad i
transformacinius procesus posovietingje erdvéje zvelgiama kaip | atviros socio-politinés
saveikos procesa. Tai reiskia, kad vidaus ir uzsienio politika sujungiama i vientisa modelj,
nedarant aiSkios perskyros tarp ju. Be to, atsisakoma pozityvistinio poZzilirio ir remiamasi
reflektyvistine prieiga, kuri, visy pirma, bando suprasti, 0 ne paaiskinti politinius procesus.
Disertacijoje siekiama identifikuoti elgesi lemiancias tendencijas, o ne konkretaus jvykio
priezastis. Tai yra struktiiriniy savybiy, o ne jvykiy tyrimas. Taigi, Sioje disertacijoje
siiloma pasitelkti struktirini pozitri 1 vidiniy ir iSoriniy transformacijos (ne)sékme
lemian¢iy veiksniy poveiki. Remiantis pamatine prielaida, kad politiniy rezimy
transformacijos salygos yra/buvo skirtingos Vidurio ir Ryty Europos, Pabaltijo Salyse ir
vakarinése buvusios SSRS respublikose, siekiama jvertinti iSorinés aplinkos, kurioje vyksta
transformaciniai procesai, savybes bei implikuojama poveiki Ukrainos ir Gruzijos politiniy
rezimy raidos trajektorijoms. Remiantis pasirinkta teorine prieiga ir jos prielaidomis
formuluojama tezé, kad didziausia posovietiniy Saliy problema ir Kklilitis jtvirtinant
demokratinius rezimus ir svarbiausias veiksnys, apskritai lemiantis politiniy rezimy

transformacijos posovietinéje erdveje raida, yra persidengiantis skirtingy iSoriniy veikéjy,
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veikian¢iy skirtingomis struktiirinémis salygomis, poveikis. Siuos iSorinius veikéjus ikiinija
Rusija ir Europa.

Biitina pazymeéti, kad Siame darbe naudojamas teorinis poziliris atidaro ,,juodaja
valstybés déze™ ir iSorini poveiki traktuoja ne vien kaip neo-realisting itakos sfery sklaida,

bet kaip santyki/ry$i tarp atskiry visuomeniy politini, ekonomini ar kultiirini gyvenima

konstitutuojan¢iy struktiiriniy dimensiju — materialiosios (kuria akcentuoja struktiirinis
realizmas), tapatybinés (konstruktyvizmas) ir taisykliy (naujasis institucionalizmas). Toks
sociologinémis prielaidomis paremtas poziiiris nenustato konkre€iy priezastiniy atskiro
tvykio rySiy, taciau leidZia suprasti socio-politiniy {vykiy galimybes ir salygas. Suteikiamas
,.struktiirinis supratimas®, kuris identifikuoja galias, polinkius ir tendencijas, budingas tam
tikroms struktirinéms konfigiiracijoms. Kadangi Rusijos ir Europos elgesio aplinkai
budingi skirtingi dominuojantys elementai, jy abipusis poveikis Ukrainai ir Gruzijai
pasireiSkia kaip ,struktiiry persidengimas“ — svarbiausias destabilizacija ir neaiSkuma
lemiantis veiksnys, neleidziantis itvirtinti kurios nors i§ struktiiry dominavimo ar sukurti
savarankiSkos strukturos.

Disertacijos teoriné¢ dalis formuojama remiantis Colino Wighto, Davido Desslerio,
Williamo Sewello, Alexanderio Wendto, Nicholaso Onufo darbai. Taip pat paminétini
Algimanto Valantiejaus socialiniy struktiiry tyrimai, struktiirinio realizmo klasiko Kennetho
Waltzo darbai, Anthony Giddenso ,,struktiiravimo teorija“ bei Emilio Durkheimo iZvalgos.
George Sorenseno izvalgos, kuriomis remiantis bandoma sukurti analitini materialius ir
1d¢jinius veiksnius integruojant] struktiirini analizés modelj, taip pat prapleia teorinio

struktiiry poveikio ir santykio su praktiniu elgesiu supratimo ribas.

Tikslai ir uzdaviniai
Isdéstytos mintys leidzia suformuluoti ir pagrindinius tyrimo tikslus. Juos galima

iSskirti | teorinius ir praktinius. Teoriniame lygmenyje siekiama praplésti politiniy rezimy

posovietingje erdveje transformacijos analizés model;, kuris neapsiriboty vien vidiniy

veiksniy tyrimais, atsisakyty linijinio (normatyvinio) poziiirio i politiniy rezimy raida ir
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leisty vertinti vykstan€ius procesus gerokai platesniame struktiiriniame kontekste.

ISplétojus toki modeli galima jgyvendinti ir praktinj Sios disertacijos tiksla — atliktos

teorings analizés pagrindu jvertinti skirtingy 1Soriniy veikéjy — Rusijos ir Europos Sajungos

— elgesio posovietingje erdvéje efektyvuma ir esamus tritkumus.

Tokie tyrimo tikslai suponuoja ir pagrindinius uzdavinius:
ISnagrinéti teorinj struktiiros koncepta, jo vartojimo privalumus ir truokumus
esamuose modeliuose;
Suformuluoti integruota (struktiirinio realizmo, sociologinio institucionalizmo ir
konstruktyvizmo teoriju pagrindu) [struktiirinés] veikimo aplinkos poveikio elgesiui
analizés modelj;
Pristatyti Rusijos ir Europos struktiirinés veikimo aplinkos skiriamuosius bruozus,
apibiidinti Sios aplinkos implikuojama elgesi posovietingje erdvéje;
ISnagrinéti Ukrainos ir Gruzijos politiniy rezimy transformacijos specifika jvertinant
jos struktiirini konteksta ir persidengianti Rusijos bei Europos poveiki;
Atlikto tyrimo pagrindu jvertinti egzistuojancia prakting Rusijos ir Europos Saliy

politika posovietingje erdvéje ir pateikti rekomendacijas dél jos pakeitimy.

Siekiant darbo tikslo ir jgyvendinant uzsibréZztus uzdavinius, disertacijoje ginama

keletas pagrindiniy teiginiy (teziy):

1. ISoriniai veiksniai yra nepagristai eliminuoti 1§ transformaciniy procesy
posovietingje erdvéje analizés, todél privalo biiti sugrazinti (jtraukti) i Siuo
klausimu besidominc¢iy tyrinétoju akirati:

a) Nors posovietingje erdvéje esanciy politiniy rezimy raida lemia vidiniy
veik€¢ju priimami sprendimai, juy (veikéju priimamuy sprendimuy)
pobudis/specifika priklauso nuo egzistuojancios aplinkos — materialiy ir
1d¢jiniy veiksniy visumos, apibrézianios tvarka, stabilumg ir suvokiama

1dealios raidos modelj.
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b) Veikimo aplinka negali biti apibréziama kaip sudaryta tik i§ materialiy arba
tik 18 1déjiniy veiksniy. Aplinka sudaro ir idéjos, ir materialiné baze.

2. Posovietines Salys (Ukraina ir Gruzija) veikia persidengiancioje skirtingy veikéjy
skatinamoje — ir skirtingas transformacijos trajektorijas ir baigtis suponuojancioje
— aplinkoje. Sios skirtingos aplinkos skiriasi savo id¢jiniu, materialiniu ir
instituciniu turiniu:

a) Struktiriné Rusijos ir Europos veikimo aplinka apima nusistovéjusj tam tikra
materialiy veiksniy ir idéjy turinj bei santykj ir sietina su specifine socio-
politinés saveikos tvarka. Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje kol kas néra nusistovéjusi
tokia socio-politiné tvarka (rezimas), todél iSoriniai veiksniai daro lemiama
poveiki Siy Saliy politiniy rezimy transformacijai.

b) Rusijai ir Europai budingas elgesys posovietingje erdvéje yra nulemtas
susiformavusios struktirinés aplinkos ir suponuoja esamai socio-politinei
tvarkai palaikyti/perkurti reikalingus instrumentus bei priemones. Skirtingas
specifinis normatyvinis ir pozicinis pasaulio supratimas (bendras Zinojimas)
praktiSkai vercia posovietinés erdvés subjektus rinktis tarp dviejy struktiiriniy

alternatyvuy.

Tyrimo metodika

Kadangi uzsibréztiems tikslams pasiekti naudojama strukttriné teoriné prieiga ir
formuluojamas integruotas (id¢jinius ir materialius veiksnius apimantis) struktiirinés
aplinkos suvokimas, pozityvistinis ,jeigu-tai“ tyrimas yra atmetamas kaip vienintelis
galimas ir teisingas. Darbe atsisakoma empiriniy generalizacijy taktikos ir orientuojamasi {
vidutinio lygmens (angl. middle-range) teorijos kiirima, kuris paremtas tiek dedukcine, tiek
indukcine metodologija. Siuo tyrimu siekiama ,,suprasti posovietiniy politiniy rezimy
transformacijas, bet ne jas ,,paaiSkinti. Dar labiau detalizuojant ,,supratimo elementa,
reikia pazymeti, kad disertacijoje siekiama ,,struktiirinio supratimo® — ne konkreciy ivykiu

paaiskinimo, o salygu, kurios nulemia galimus elgesio pasirinkimus, nustatymo.
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Ontologinés tyrimo prielaidos — struktiirinés aplinkos, kaip socialinés saveikos procese
konstruojamo reiskinio, suvokimas — implikuoja ir atitinkamas epistemologines bei
metodologines iZvalgas. Kadangi struktiiriné aplinka nelaikoma objektyviai egzistuojancia
ir nepriklausoma nuo veikéjy turimo jos supratimo, ji traktuojama kaip socialinés saveikos
proceso metu sudaiktinama ,,savaime iSsipildanti pranaSysté“. Tai reiSkia, kad socialinés
saveikos procesas tampa centriniu tyrimo objektu — pasikartojanciu saveikos modeliy
identifikavimas yra svarbiausias empirinis uzdavinys, kadangi leidzia apibrézti elgesi
ribojancios ir jgalinancios struktiirinés aplinkos turinj. Laikomasi poziiirio, kad mokslas turi
biiti ne priristas priec metody (angl. method-driven), bet orientuotas | problemu sprendima
(angl. problem-driven) - svarbiausia, kad vienas metodas neatmesty kity metody naudojimo
galimybés ir ypa¢, kad kiekybiniai formaliosios teorijos metodai nebiity laikomi
vieninteliais teisingais. Taigi, disertacijos empirin¢je dalyje daugiausiai remiamasi ,,proceso
stebéjimo* (angl. process-tracing) metodu. Be to, naudojamas daugialypis struktiirinés
aplinkos suvokimas (kaip sudarytos i§ materialiy, idéjiniy ir instituciniy veiksniy), vercia
remtis ir statistiniais duomenimis (materialinés bazés elemento analiz¢), turinio analize, kai
kuriais diskurso analizés aspektais (institucinio elemento tyrimai) ir sociologinémis
apklausomis (tapatybés tyrimai), iliustruojanciomis vyraujantj pozitri (bendra Zinojima) {

socio-politinio gyvenimo realybe.

Disertacijos struktiira

Disertacijos struktiira i§ esmés atitinka aukS¢iau suformuluotus uzdavinius:

1) Visy pirma detalizuojamas ir nuodugniai pristatomas pasirinktas strukttirinio
posovietiniy politiniy rezimy analizés teorinis modelis, kuriuo remiantis analizuojami ir
sprendziami disertacijoje iSsikelti uzdaviniai. Struktiiriné aplinka (struktiira) nagrinéjama
integruojant skirtingy teoriniy prieigy sitlomus pozitrius — struktiirinio realizmo,
konstruktyvizmo ir naujojo institucionalizmo. Tai daroma nagrinéjant struktiiros-veikéjo ir
materialios-idéjinés dimensiju perskyras bei jas pritaikant visuomenés transformaciniy

procesy analizei. Pagrindinis démesys skiriamas iSoriniy ir vidiniy veiksniy itakos
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transformaciniams procesams paaiSkinimui ir suderinimui. Struktiiriné aplinka pristatoma
kaip triju sudedamyjy dimensijy - materialios, tapatybinés ir taisykliy — saveikoje kuriamas
tvarkos modelis. Formuluojamas toks darbinis struktiirinés aplinkos (struktiiros)
apibrézimas — tai socio-politinés saveikos tvarka, perkuriama sgveikaujant tapatybinéje,
institucinéje ir materialiojoje dimensijose, kuri jprasmina individy elgesi ir brézia virtualias
galimo elgesio ribas.

2 Konceptualizavus pagrindinius vartojamus teorinius terminus pateikiamas ju
empirinis pritaikymas. Pristatoma empiriné posovietin¢je erdveéje persidengianciy struktiiry
analize, pasitelkiant Rusijos ir Europos atvejus. Detaliai nagrinéjamos Rusijos ir Europos
strukttirinés aplinkos dimensijos, identifikuojant svarbiausius jy elementus bei nustatant
esama tarpusavio santyki. Teigiama, kad Rusija ir Europa vadovaujasi skirtingomis zaidimo
taisyklémis (institucijomis) ir turi viena kita eliminuojancias [kolektyvines] tapatybes.
Galiausiai, skiriasi ir abiejy veikéjy materialiné bazé, jos panaudojimo motyvai ir principai.

3) Teciojoje dalyje nagrinéjamas Ukrainos ir Gruzijos struktiirinis kontekstas bei
irodoma, kad Sios valstybés, nors ir veikia aplinkoje, pasizymincioje bruozais, budingais
abiejy iSoriniy veikejy aplinkai, negali biiti sutapatintos nei su viena i§ jy. Taip pat teigiama,
kad Sios Salys negali buti laikomos veikian¢iomis savarankiskoje struktiirin¢je aplinkoje,
kadangi pamatiniai strukttiriniai elementai (tapatybé, taisyklés, materialiné baz¢) yra
nesavarankiSki ir iSoriSkai priklausomi. Tokios iSvados patvirtina prielaida, kad tiek
Ukraina, tiek Gruzija veikia struktiirinio persidengimo salygomis. Sioje dalyje taip pat
nagrin¢jami persidengiantys iSoriniy veikéjy raiSkos Ukrainoje ir Gruzijoje instrumentai,
itakos mastas ir poveikis rezimy transformacijos procesams. Ivardijamos salygos,
lemiancios abieju iSoriniy veikéjuy skleidziamos struktiirinés tvarkos ,,internalizavimo®
galimybes ir apribojimus. Analizuojami konkretiis socio-politinés saveikos pavyzdziai
vertinant ju atsiradimo salygas pagal ,.struktiirinio supratimo® schema. Igyvendinant §i
uzdavini siekiama nustatyti praktines galimybes kurio nors i§ iSoriniy veikéju struktirinei
tvarkai isitvirtinti bei pateikiamos praktinés rekomendacijos dél esamy poveikio modeliy

bei galimo ju koregavimo.
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(4) Darbo pabaigoje pateikiamas atlikto tyrimo apibendrinimas identifikuojant
pasirinkto teorinio modelio privalumus, nurodant tolimesnes tyrimy kryptis ir pateikiant

rekomendacijas praktiniam politiniam elgesiui.

Svarbiausi rezultatai ir jais pagristos isvados

Posovietinés erdvés subjekty politinio reZzimo transformacija vyksta specifinéje
aplinkoje, o transformacijos baigtis yra priklausoma ne tik nuo vidiniy veiksniy, bet ir nuo
iSoriniy veikéju, kurie siekia (per)kurti sau suprantama ir priimting veikimo aplinka. ISoriné
veikimo aplinka néra objektyvi duotybé, 0 subjektyviai konstruojamas ir sociopolitinés
saveikos procese (per)kuriamas poziiirio { supant] pasauli modelis. Jis turi ir objektyviy
(materialiné bazé) ir subjektyviai konstruojamy (tapatybé ir institucijos) elementy. Sie
elementai sudaro bendra veikimo aplinka, kurioje materialiné bazé¢ prisideda prie
kolektyvinés tapatybés formavimo, institucijos jtvirtina tapatybe, o kolektyviné tapatybé
nukreipia veikéjy interesy formavimasi. Paprastai tariant, kuriama specifin¢ tvarka, kuri
Hiréemina® veikejy tarpusavio saveika. Si tvarka yra itvirtinama ir ,,internalizuojama* veikéjuy
kasdienés saveikos metu — per pasikartojanti elgesi ir diskursa. Ji identifikuojama stebint
pasikartojancius elgesio modelius. Kaip [santykinai] stabilios struktiirinés aplinkos pavyzdi
galima pateikti Europos valstybiuy suformuota kolektyving tapatybg (,,normatyviné galia®),
Sig tapatybe itvirtinancias institucijas (elgesio taisykles) ir dél subjektyviai suvokiamo
»bendro likimo* formuojama materialing bazg, kuri didina europiniy subjekty materialing
tarpusavio priklausomybe. Kitas struktiirinés tvarkos pavyzdys — Rusija. Taip pat, kaip ir
Europa, turédama gana aiSkiai apibrézta tapatybg, ja itvirtinancias institucijas ir
palaikanc¢iaja materialing bazg¢, Rusija sudaro alternatyvia europinei struktirinio veikimo
aplinka. Sios dvi struktiirinés aplinkos yra pagristos skirtingais pozitrio { tarptauting
politika modeliais, kuriems btidingos skirtingos Zaidimo taisyklés ir i juy kylantis skirtingas
elgesio traktavimas bei luikesciai kity veikéjy atzvilgiu.

Posovietiné erdve atsiduria dvieju paminéty struktiriniy aplinky ir jas (per)kurianciy

veikéju saveikos zonoje. Kaip rodo atliktas tyrimas, biitent Europos ir Rusijos struktiiriné
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veikimo aplinka kelia didziausiy keblumy apibréziant pacios posovietinés erdvés subjekty

,,veikimo aplinka“.

Kalbant apie Ukrainos ir Gruzijos santyki su Rusijos (per)kuriama struktiirine veikimo

aplinka, i$skirtini keli svarbiis elementai:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Rusijos (per)kuriamoje ,didziosios galios® [kolektyvinéje] tapatybéje
posovietinés erdvés veikéjai yra neatskiriama tapatybés dalis. Taciau ju
vaidmuo apsiriboja ,,vasaly®, o ne lygiaverciy veikéju, kuriuos vienija bendras
likimas, homogeniSkumas ir savivarza, vaidmeniu. Tai reiSkia, kad
posovietinés erdveés subjekty kontrolé yra biitinas Rusijos elgesio standartas
puosel¢jamai tapatybei iSlaikyti. Nekontroliuodama posovietinés erdveés, ar
net pripazindama jos subjektus lygiaverciais partneriais, Rusija nebebus
»didzioji galia®“. Toks tapatybinis veiksnys didele dalimi formuoja Rusijos
elgesi ir veiksmus posovietinés erdvés atzvilgiu.

Rusijos elgesys posovietingje erdveéje 1§ esmés atkartoja vidines Rusijos
»atitinkamo elgesio® taisykles. Elgesio modeliai, kurie vyrauja sociopolitinéje
saveikoje tarp Rusijos vidaus veikéjy, perkeliami ir i saveika su iSoriniais
subjektais.

Ukrainai ir Gruzijai tokia Rusijos politika juy atzvilgiu atrodo nepriimtina.
Turédamos gan aiSkiai apibrézta korporatyving tapatybe, Sios Salys negali
priimti ,,vasalo® vaidmens ir tapti objektais perkuriant Rusijos kolektyving
tapatybg. Paprastai tariant, nors Ukraina ir Gruzija turi daug bendrumo su
Rusija, pastarosios kuriama kolektyvinés tapatybés specifika tampa didziausia
klititimi Rusijos ir Ukrainos bei Gruzijos tapimui vieningu ,,Mes*.
Atitinkamai, Ukrainoje ir Gruzijoje atsiranda prielaidos alternatyvios
kolektyvinés tapatybés formavimuisi, kurig skatina lygiagreciai rusiSkajai

atsirandantis europinés struktiirinés aplinkos poveikis.

Europos struktiirinés aplinkos poveikis procesams Ukrainoje ir Gruzijoje reiskiasi

kitokiais principais ir susiduria su kitokiomis klititimis, nei Rusijos atveju:
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1)  Europos valstybiy suvokime posovietiné erdvé yra nestabilus ir potencialiai
gréesme¢ Europos saugumui keliantis regionas, kuriame biitina aktyviai dirbti
,Kuriant saugumo ir stabilumo* erdve. Europiniame suvokime Gruzija ir
Ukraina yra modernizacijos procesa iSgyvenantys subjektai, kuriems padéti
galima sitlant perimti Europos valstybiy zaidimo taisykles ir geriausia ju
1tvirtinimo patirtj.

2) Toks pozitris | posovieting erdve Europoje kyla i§ puoseléjamos
,hormatyvinés galios* tapatybés. Europinis kolektyvinis ,,Mes* apibréZiamas
pagal naudojamas Zaidimo taisykles ir specifines vertybes atitinkancius
elgesio principus. Norint tapti ,,Europos* dalimi, biitina jtvirtinti $ias Zaidimo
taisykles. Tai lemia, kad pagrindinis Europos subjekty posovietinéje erdvéje
tikslas — instituciné integracija, savy Zaidimo taisykliy jtvirtinimas.

3)  Ukrainai ir Gruzijai toks europinis ,pasitilymas“ atrodo priimtinas
kolektyvinés tapatybés formavimo prasme, taciau susiduria su sunkumais
perimant institucing bazg. Europos instituciné veikimo aplinka tampa

pagrindine klititimi jos ir Ukrainos bei Gruzijos tapimui vieningu ,,Mes*.

Taigi, posovietiné erdvé veikia dviejy gravitaciniy centry (struktiiriniy aplinky arba
tiesiog struktiiry) tarpusavio saveikos lauke. NeiSvengiamai kyla klausimas, ar imanomas
specifinés strukttrinés veikimo aplinkos — kuri buty alternatyvi Rusijos ir Europos
modeliams — susiformavimas.

Kolektyvinés tapatybés prasme posovieting erdvé néra vieningas darinys. Posovietinis
»Mes®, kuris biity paremtas specifinémis elgesio taisyklémis, neegzistuoja. Yra daugiau ar
maziau jtvirtinta korporatyviné valstybiné tapatybé. Tai leidZia Ukraing ir Gruzija vertinti
kaip ,,modernius“ tarptautinés politikos subjektus, kurie vadovaujasi iSorinio ir vidinio
suvereniteto principais. Be to, posovietinés erdvés subjekty bendras likimas néra visai
aiSkus. Jeigu Ukrainos ir Gruzijos materialinés priklauosmybés nuo Rusijos ir Europos
aspektas yra akivaizdus, tai ju tarpusavio priklausomybé (materialine prasme) yra gerokai
mazesné. Bendras likimas dazniausiai suvokiamas per bendra veikima stabdant Rusijos
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isitvirtinima. Galiausiai, vyraujanti instituciné aplinka Ukrainoje ir Gruzijoje yra artimesné
rusiSkajam elgesio modeliui — su vyraujanéiomis ,,nulinés sumos® ir neformaliy taisykliy
praktikomis. Daugiausiai 1S Rusijos ,didZiosios galios* savivokos skatinamo elgesio
kylantis Ukrainos ir Gruzijos noras tapti kolektyvinés Europos tapatybés dalimi skatina
prisiimti europinius sociopolitinés saveikos modelius. Taciau tuo paciu metu kopijuojami ir
(per)kuriami iS Rusijos kylantys ir Rusijos skatinami elgesio principai. Kadangi pastaroji
struktiriné dimensija yra istoriSkai internalizuota posovietingje erdvéje, jos pakeitimas
privalo biiti skatinamas ne tik id¢jiniy, bet materialiy salyguy keitimo fone. To kol kas
trilksta vertinant Europos subjekty elgesi posovietingje erdvéje, tafiau tai sékmingai
iSnaudojama Rusijos.

Tokia struktiiriné veikimo aplinka Ukrainoje ir Gruzijoje turi lemiama poveiki
politiniy rezimy transformacijai. Vietoj to, kad skatinty aiskios ir konkreios tvarkos
kiirima, skirtingo turinio struktiiriné aplinka neleidZzia isigaléti aiSkiam sociopolitinés
saveikos ir kolektyvinés tapatybés modeliui. Vadovaudamosis 1§ Rusijos struktirinés
aplinkos kylan¢iomis ir Rusijos elgesio déka perkuriamomis Zaidimo taisyklémis,
puoselédamos korporatyving, bet ne kolektyving tapatybe ir budamos materialiai
priklausomomis tiek nuo Rusijos, tieck nuo Europos, posovietinés erdvés valstybés stringa
politiniy rezimy transformacijos procese ir tampa priklausomos nuo iSoriniy veikéjy
(per)kuriamos struktiirinés aplinkos poveikio.

Kadangi $iuo tyrimu siekta papildyti politiniy reZzimy transformacijas nagrin¢janciy
teorijy izvalgas, galima pateikti kelias svarbiausias teorines pastabas.

Pirma, atliktas tyrimas patvirtina iskelta prielaida, kad vien tik vidiniy arba iSoriniy ir
materialiy arba id¢jiniy veiksniy iSskyrimas neleidzia adekvaciai suprasti politiniy rezimy
transformacijos procesy posovietingje erdveje. Visi Sie veiksniai turi buti itraukti i tyrima,
siekiant kiek imanoma aiskiau suvokti vienokio ar kitokio politinio rezimo formavimosi
salygas ir galimybes.

Antra, visy paminéty veiksniy itraukimas i analize parodo, kad posovietinés erdvés

subjekty transformacijos specifika yra kitokia nei anksciau vykusiy ,,demokratizacijos
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bangy“ metu. Vidurio ir Ryty Europos Saliy transformacija vyko vyraujant praktiskai
vieninteliam legitimiam referenciniam politinio rezimo modeliui - vakarietiSkajai
demokratijai. Tai reiSkia, kad vidiniai veiksniai didele dalimi buvo svarbiausi kintamieji,
lemiantys transformacijos baigti. Be to, vienkryptis iSorinis spaudimas (realiy alternatyvuy
demokratijai nebuvimas) leido susiformuoti ir tranzitologinei paradigmai, numaciusiai
linijin] peréjima 1§ autoritarizmo i demokratija. Atitinkamai, tranzitologinés prielaidos
nelaikytinos klaidingomis, tiesiog ju taikymas yra apribotas laike ir erdvéje. Salygos,
kuriomis vyksta transformaciniai procesai posovietinéje erdvéje, yra kitokios, todé¢l ir
tranzitologinis poziliris nebéra tinkamas. Atsizvelgiant { tai galima tvirtinti, kad tiek
tranzitologiné paradigma, tiek Sioje disertacijoje konstruojamas posovietinés erdvés socio-
politinés transformacijos modelis yra vidutinio lygmens teorijos, pritaikomos ribotoje
erdvéje ir laike.

Trecia, siekiant sujungti skirtingus vidinius ir iSorinius veiksnius | vientisa analitini
modeli, disertacijoje pasinaudota struktiirine teorine prieiga. ISanalizavus (vairias
struktiirines teorijas, suformuluotas struktiiros, kaip specifinés (nebitinai universalios)
socio-politinés tvarkos, apibrézimas, kurio pagrindu atlikta transformaciniy procesy
posovietingje erdvéje analizé. Pasirinkta teoriné prieiga ir struktiiros apibrézimas leidzia
itraukti vidinius/iSorinius ir idéjinius/materialius veiksnius i vientisa schema, kuri sudaro
kompleksiSka, taciau iSsamy euristini socio-politiniy procesu pazinimo pagrinda. Trinaris
strukttirinés veikimo aplinkos supratimas (ja sudaro tapatybinis, institucinis ir materialusis
elementai) atveria ,,juodaja valstybés déz¢ ir sujungia vidaus bei uZsienio politika i vientisa
socio-politinés saveikos procesa, kuriame tapatybiniai, instituciniai ir materialdis veiksniai
tampa generalizuoti (nebeskirstomi | vidinius ir iSorinius). Sasaja tarp to, kaip atskiri
subjektai elgiasi vidaus politikoje ir iSorés santykiuose yra verta gerokai didesnio démesio
tiek politikos, tiek tarptautiniy santykiy teorijose. Atliktas tyrimas parodo, kad rySys tarp
vidinio ir iSorinio elgesio yra aiSkiai identifikuojamas, todél ,juodosios dézés* atvérimas
yra bitina teorin¢ prielaida, ver¢ianti itraukti vidinius veiksnius { iSorinio elgesio, o

iSorinius veiksnius — i vidinio elgesio, supratima.
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Ketvirta, toks teorinis poziiiris leidzia kalbéti apie keliu ,,struktiry® egzistavima
tarptautingje sistemoje vienu metu. ,,Nepanasis vienetai* skiriasi puosel¢jamomis idéjomis,
legitimiomis elgesio taisyklémis ir materialine baze. Tokie struktiiriniy elementy turinio
skirtumai formuoja skirtinga strukttring veikimo aplinka, lemiancia skirtinga subjekty
pasauléziiirg ir sociopolitinés saveikos principus.

Penkta, pasirinkto struktiirinio modelio pagrindinis privalumas — galimybé vertinti
analizuojamus procesus kompleksiskai, neiSkeliant vieno ar kito veiksnio, taciau susidarant
bendra vaizda apie tas veikimo salygas (struktiiring aplinka), kurios konstitutuoja socio-
politinius procesus. Tai leidZia iSvengti tam tikro paradigminio SaliSkumo. Kartu tai reiskia,
kad toks teorinis pagrindas suteikia reflektyvistini (interpretacini) supratimq, bet ne
pozityvistini paaiskinimg. Atitinkamai, pagrindine kritika, kuri gali buti pritaikyta
pasirinktam teoriniam modeliui, grei¢iausiai bus susijusi su aiSkinamyjy teorijos galiy
trikumu. Vis délto, atsakant | tokia kritika galima tvirtinti, kad supratimas yra biitina bet
kokio paaiSkinimo salyga. Prasmiy, kurias socialiniai agentai priskiria savo veiksmui,
supratimas yra objektyvaus mokslinio pazinimo prielaida. O prasmiy formavimasis yra
nulemtas specifinés strukttrinés aplinkos, kurioje vyksta socializacijos procesai. Taigi,
strukthirinis supratimas yra neatskiriama netgi pozityvistinio socialinio mokslo dalis.

Penkta, struktiirinio supratimo nauda disertacijoje pademonstruojama susiejant
realius/praktinius procesus su pasirinkto teorinio modelio pagalba identifikuotomis

strukttirinémis charakteristikomis, kurios daro poveiki posovietinés erdvés transformacijai.

Taigi, galima tvirtinti, kad posovietingje erdvéje susikerta du skirtingi paradigminiai
poziiiriai (dvi skirtingos struktiiros) i socio-politinés saveikos esmg ir prasme, kuriuos
ikiinjja Europa ir Rusija. Pirmasis poziiiris, sietinas su Rusija, teigia, kad posovietin¢ erdvé
yra persidengianciose Rusijos ir Europos itakos zonose. Tai reiSkia, kad nuolatiné
konkurencija ir jtampa, bet ne bendradarbiavimas apibtuidina abieju veikéju saveika Siame
regione. Atitinkamai, ,,spalvotosios revoliucijos* vertinamos kaip Vakary (apimanciy ir ES,

ir NATO) itakos ir galios skverbimasis { Rusijos ,natliraliy interesy sferg®, kurj reikia
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stabdyti. Toks pozitris leidzia tvirtinti, kad Rusijos tapatybé ir su Sia tapatybe siejami
elgesio modeliai sudaro tokia veikimo aplinka Rusijoje, kurioje galiy balansavimas ir
,huliné suma‘ tampa pagrindiniais varomaisiais ,,atitikimo logikos* principais. Tokia logika
besivadovaujancio veikéjo elgesys i§ principo nesuderinamas su europinés struktirinés
aplinkos konstitutuojamais ,,atitinkamo elgesio* elementais. Europa posovieting erdve
vertina kaip galimybe pasinaudoti visais plataus masto bendradarbiavimo suteikiamais
privalumais politin¢je, ekonomingje ir saugumo srityje. Pagal europini supratima,
bendradarbiavimas ir dialogas, o ne kova ir balansavimas suteikia daugiausiai naudos
visiems posovietinéje erdveje saveikaujantiems subjektams. Abu Sie pozitiriai lemia visiskai
skirtingus pacios posovietinés erdvés raidos modelius, IS principo nesuderinamus
tarpusavyje. Toks idéjuy [struktiiry] susikirtimas neiSvengiamai prisideda prie nestabilumo ir
chaoso.

Strukturiné Rusijos ir Europos veiksmy posovietinéje erdvéje analizé leidzia teigti,
kad Rusija ir Europa, nors ir kalba apie ta pati geografini regiona, vadovaujasi visiskai
kitokiu jo vietos ir vaidmens tarptautinéje politikoje supratimu. LiikesCiai ir prasme,
priskiriami kity subjekty elgesiui, visiSkai nesutampa, tod¢l galima kalbéti apie
,prasilenkianciy traukiniy®“ efekta, kai abipusiai vertinimai yra pagristi skirtingu ju
interpretavimu. Europos subjektai, sitilydama glaudesni bendradarbiavima, S$i sitlyma
traktuoja kaip abipusés naudos didinimo instrumenta, suartinant elgesio taisykles. Toks
traktavimas kyla 1§ Europos valstybiy viduje naudojamy taisykliy ir jy kuriamos tapatybés
poveikio. Savo ruoZztu, Rusija Europos Saliy elges; ir iniciatyvas vertina ,galiy
balansavimo® kontekste — kaip sieki isitvirtinti Rusijai priklausancioje itakos zonoje.
Pasekmé — formalus sutarimas dél bendruy veiksmuy, taciau visiSkas praktinis pasiekty
susitarimy nejgyvendinimas.

Pateikiamas struktiirinis supratimas leidZia identifikuoti Rusijos ir Europos Saliy
elgesio posovietingje erdveje ribas. Kadangi europinis tapatybés ir taisykliy supratimas
tiesiogiai lemia elgesi, tai leidzia paaiskinti jvairiy eksperty daznai pabréziama Europos

,neaktyvuma®. Sis neaktyvumas ir pasyvumas daZnai jvardijamas kaip pagrindiné Europos
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elgesio problema, trukdanti greitai ir efektyviai skleisti demokratija ir remti jos {tvirtinima.
Taciau iSnagrinéjus strukttrinius Europos elgesi lemiancius veiksnius, galima teigti, kad
toks elgesys yra turbit vienintelis jmanomas ir tikétinas. Taikiy priemoniy,
bendradarbiavimo ir dialogo kultiira, kylanti i§ europinés kolektyvinés tapatybés ir taisykliy,
tiesiog neleidzia elgtis kitaip. Karinés jégos panaudojimas, netgi ekonominiy sankcijy, 18
anksto apie tai nejsp¢jus, taikymas ar veikimas neformaliais (t.y. nelegalizuotais) kanalais
yra sunkiai isivaizduojamas. Struktiiriniu poziliriu jis netgi nejmanomas, kadangi paversty
Europa kazkuo kitu — prieStarauty jos tapatybei. Tai 1§ esmés skiria Europos struktiring
veikimo aplinka nuo Rusijos, kurios elgesio modelis paremtas principu ,tikslas pateisina
priemones‘. Vélgi, toks Rusijos elgesys kyla 1§ jos puosel¢jamos kolektyvinés tapatybés ir
su tapatybe siejamo ,,atitinkamo* elgesio. Tas pats pazymétina ir kalbant apie formaliy bei
neformaliy poveikio kanaly santyki. Tuo metu, kai Europos Salys stengiasi veikti iSimtinai
legaliais, formalizuotais biidais, Rusija drasiai manipuliuvoja neformalizuotais itakos
kanalais. Neformaliy praktiky isiSaknijimas Ukrainos ir Gruzijos visuomeneése suteikia
Rusijai milziniska santykinj prana$uma. Sis pranasumas leidzia Rusijai netgi pasinaudoti
oficialiai Europos struktiirinei aplinkai biidingais elgesio modeliais, taciau uzpildant juos
,rusiSku® turiniu. Tuo tarpu Europos subjektai praktiskai negali imtis ,,rusiSky“ modeliy.
Kaip jau minéta, tai nulemia europiné tapatybeé.

Vertinant Ukrainos struktirinés veikimo aplinkos, kaip santykio tarp tapatybés,
taisykliy ir materialinés bazés, pobiidi, matomas aiSkus neapibréztumas. Kolektyvinés
tapatybés dimensija Ukrainoje yra nesusiformavusi. Nors galima pastebéti ukrainietiSkos
(pilietinés) Ukrainos tapatybés formavimosi uzuomazgas, gerokai stipresni poveiki elgesiui
daro konkuruojancios Rusijos (slaviskosios) ir europinés tapatybés. Taisykliy dimensijos
lygmenyje aiSkiai pastebima rusiSkosios struktiirinés aplinkos itaka. Ukrainos socio-
politinés saveikos procesams budingi tie patys bruozai, kurie sietini su Rusijos taisykliu
dimensija (galios politika, neformalios taisyklés, nulinés sumos mastymas ir ilgalaikes
strategijos subordinavimas trumpojo laikotarpio rezultatams). Rusijos kiSimasis { Ukrainos

sociopolitinius ir ekonominius procesus bei esama materialiné priklausomybé sukuria
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galimybg perkurti rusiSkaja institucing aplinka Ukrainoje. Materialiné baz¢ Ukrainos atveju
taip pat neleidzia ivardinti jos, kaip savarankiSko subjekto (priklausomybé¢ tiek nuo Rusijos,
tiek nuo Europos materialiniy struktiiry), taciau galima teigti, kad didesng jtaka kol kas daro
priklausomyb¢ nuo Rusijos.

Gruzija veikia kiek kitokiame struktiiriniame kontekste nei Ukraina. Visy pirma,
akivaizdus yra tapatybinés dimensijos skirtumas. Gruzijos atveju tapatybé yra aiskiai ,,anti-
rusiSka®. Taciau tai nereiskia, kad ji yra neiSvengiamai europietiSka. Kadangi Gruzijoje
dominuoja rusisSkai struktiirinei aplinkai biidingi elgesio modeliai ir pasauléziiira, tai
implikuoja galiy balansavimo logika grista elgesi tarptautinéje arenoje. Atitinkamai,
Gruzijos deklaruojamas ,,vakarietiSkumas* yra suvokiamas racionalios naudos didinant savo
galig kontekste. Toks pozitiris nesiderina su normatyviniu Europos tapatybés pagrindu ir yra
artimesnis JAV, nei Europai. Kartu tai suponuoja didel¢ materialinés bazés jtaka Gruzijos
elgesiui, kuri tiesiogiai siejasi su tokiais struktiiriniais elgesio determinantais, kaip Piety
Osetijos ir Abchazijos separatistiniy regiony problema. Materialiniy problemy (teritorinio
integralumo) prioritetizavimas tampa svarbiausia politinio rezimo transformacijos kliGtimi,
kadangi santykyje su esama taisykliy ir tapatybine dimensijomis perkuria su [europine]
demokratija nesiderinancius elgesio modelius.

Struktiirinés aplinkos posovietinéje erdvéje analizé rodo, kad Rusijos struktiiros
implikuojami elgesio/poveikio posovietinéms Salims metodai 1§ esmés neutralizuoja arba
stipriai iSkreipia Europos itaka. Vertinant rezimo transformacijos kontekste, tokia situacija
formuoja ,,struktiiry persidengimo® fenomena, kuomet europinés [demokratines] taisyklés
yra uzpildomos rusiSkyju taisykliy turiniu. Kitaip sakant, demokratija lieka tik deklaratyvia
tapatybiniame lygmenyje iSlaikoma tendencija, tafiau neuzsipildo su demokratija
siejamomis elgesio taisyklémis. Materialinés bazés specifika ir su atitinkamomis jos
1Snaudojimo priemonémis susij¢s Rusijos ir Europos Saliy elgesys suponuoja Rusijos
santykini pranaSumg ir dominavima Gruzijoje ir Ukrainoje. Pazymétina, kad rusiSkosios

struktiiros dominavimas neturi biiti tiesiogiai suprantamas, kaip neorealistiné Rusijos itaka.
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Tai turéty biiti labiau suprantama kaip sociopolitiné aplinka, palankesné rusiSkiems, o ne
europiniams elgesio modeliams vystytis.

Pateiktos teorinés iSvados leidzia kalbéti ir apie kai kuriuos praktinius
apibendrinimus. Turbiit svarbiausia iSvada Siame kontekste — norint didinti Europos jtaka
posovietingje erdveje, biitina ieskoti tokiy elgesio metody, kurie padéty atsverti neformalia
Rusijos jtaka, taiau neatkartoty Rusijos naudojamy metody. Pagrindinis pavojus, su kuriuo
gali buti susiduriama Europai pereinant prie ,kietesnés* politikos, yra rusiskosios
struktiirinés aplinkos perktirimas ir dar gilesnis internalizavimas. Kitaip sakant, imdamosis
»kietesnés* politikos Europos valstybés rizikuoja perimti Rusijos siiilomas saveikos
taisykles. Jei taip galiausiai atsitikty, grizimas 1 galiy balansavimu pagrista saveikos logika,
ko taip siekia Rusija, tapty beveik nei§vengiamas. Pasekmés posovietinés erdvés subjektams
buty labai litidnos — labai tikétina, kad jos vél tapty mazomis figliromis galiy balansavimo
zaidime. Be to, pacios Europos, kaip vieningo socio-politinio darinio likimui, iSkilty
gréesme.

Vertinant Rusijos galimybes itvirtinti savaja struktiirinio veikimo palinka
posovietingje erdvéje, galima pazyméti keleta svarbiausiy momenty. Visy pirma, akivaizdu,
kad ,praminto tako* priklausomybé yra palanki Rusijai. Taisyklés ir materialiné
priklausomybé, kuria Maskva kelis deSimtmecius formavo visoje Siandieningje
posovietingje erdvéje, nepasikeicia pernakt. Rusija Siandien sékmingai veikia (per)kurdama
Sias taisykles ir stiprindama materialing Ukrainos ir Gruzijos priklausomybg. Taciau
vertinant 1§ rusiSkyju pozicijy, egzistuoja viena rimta problema, trukdanti galutinai jtvirtinti
posovietingje erdvéje ta struktiring veikimo aplinka, kuri Siandien dominuoja pacioje
Rusijoje. Tai - Rusijos kolektyvinés tapatybés pobudis. Rusijos elgesys, paremtas
,privilegijuoty interesy sferos* logika yra svarbiausias tokias Salis kaip Ukraina, Gruzija ar
net Baltarusija atstumiantis veiksnys. Beveik visose posovietinése Salyse vienokiu ar kitokiu
pagrindu yra susiformavusi ,,modernios* valstybés korporatyvin¢ tapatybé, o tai reiskia, kad
1 santykius su kitais subjektais zilirima per suvereniteto iSlaikymo prizmg. Buvimas

»privilegijuota interesy zona“ niekaip su tuo nesutampa. Neatmestina, kad tolimesnis
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beatodairiSkas bandymas skleisti Rusijos, kaip siuzereno tapatybe, gali posovietinés erdveés
Salis paskatinti ieSkoti alternatyvy kuriant kolektyving savivoka.

Kaip galima biity vertinti Europos subjekty elgesi posovietinéje erdveje?
ChronologiSkai stebint europinés politikos raida galima drasiai teigti, kad §i raida atspindi
tam tikrus struktiirinius poky¢ius Europos viduje, kuriuos sukélé nauju nariy priémimas.
Akivaizdu, kad pirminis EKP variantas (skirtas bendrai rytiniams ir pietiniams kaimynams)
buvo labiau Vakary Europos valstybiy pasauléziiira ir turima supratima atspindintis
projektas. Savo ruoZtu, Ryty partnerysté yra daug artimesn¢ Vidurio ir Ryty Europos Saliy
mastymui. Peréjimas prie vis labiau detalizuotos, specifikuotos ir konkrecioms
struktiirinéms aplinkybéms pritaikytos politikos tikrai matomas. Tai leidZia kalbéti apie
sustipréjusia naujyju ES Saliy pozicija Sios organizacijos sprendimy priémimo procese.
Taciau lieka neatsakytas klausimas, ar toks poziciju stipréjimas neprisideda prie rusiSkajai
struktiirinei aplinkai budinguy elgesio modeliy perkirimo. Kaip jau minéta, ,,naujyju
europieciy” palaikoma ,kietesné* ES politika Rusijos atzvilgiu i§ esmés reiSkia grizima 1
senuosius galiy balansavimo ir nulinés sumos laikus. Neatmestina, kad biitent naujyju ES
nariy struktiiriné aplinka (kurioje vis dar gausu rusiskosios struktiiros, ypac jos institucinés
dimensijos elementy) yra svarbi to priezastis. Struktiirinés teorijos prasme, tokios
tendencijos pasekmés néra naudingos FEuropai, todél viena i§ galimy praktiniy
rekomendacijy daugeliui naujyju ES nariy yra biitinyb¢ aiSkiau suvokti Europos struktiring
sandarg (pagal Sioje disertacijoje siiloma struktiiros konceptualizavimo modeli). Be to,
naujyju ES nariy struktiiriné analizé (rusiSkosios struktiiros atavizmuy poveikio jvertinimas)
galéty tapti {domiu tolimesniy tyrimy Sioje srityje lauku, galbiit padésianciy aiskiau suprasti
Siy subjekty elgesio motyvacijas bei parodysianciy potencialiai vis dar egzistuojanti
struktiiry persidengimo poveiki.

Siame kontekste svarbia praktine rekomendacija tampa ir JAV struktiros
implikuojamo poveikio analizés biitinybé. Nors disertacijoje nebuvo detaliau nagrinéjama
JAV budinga socio-politiné struktiira ir i§ jos kylantys elgesio modeliai, galima daryti

prielaida, kad jos atskiry dimensijy turinys ir santykis yra kitoks nei Europos atveju, o tai
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skatina nesusipratimus Europos viduje. Kaip rodo Gruzijos atvejo tyrimas, JAV ijtakoje
kuriami  socio-politinés saveikos modeliai ir salygos yra labai svarbis, todél
amerikietiSkosios struktiiros tipologizacija ir jos panasumai/skirtumai lyginant su europine
bei rusiskaja struktiirine veikimo aplinka galéty suteikti dar daugiau supratimo apie ju
[persidengianti] poveiki ne tik posovietinéje erdveje, bet netgi pacios Europos viduje.

Kalbant apie konkreCius instrumentus Europai veikti posovietingje erdvéje galima
tvirtinti, kad salygiSkumas ir socializacija, nesuteikus posovietinés erdvés Salims narystés
perspektyvos, praktiSkai neturi realaus poveikio. Nors Asociacijos sutarties ir gilesnés
laisvos prekybos erdvés perspektyva i§ Europos pusés daznai pateikiamos kaip stiprus
stimoklis posovietinéms Salims jgyvendinti reformas, paciose posovietinése Salyse toks
poziiiris néra vyraujantis. Vyraujanti greitos naudos gavimo logika neleidzia Siems i$
principo ilgalaikiams instrumentams tapti efektyviais reformy katalizatoriais. Tuo labiau,
kad Rusijos siiilomi greiti ir konkretiis variantai sukuria alternatyvy raidos kelia, kuris
esamomis struktiirinémis posovietinés erdvés salygomis daznai atrodo patrauklesnis.

Kaip viena i§ Sios problemos sprendimo varianty galima biity pasiilyti paciy
ukrainie¢iy numatoma bendradarbiavimo su Europa modeli. Jo esmé — suskaidyti Europos
siilomus privalumus | trumpalaikius tikslus ir susieti juos su konkreciais apdovanojimais.
Galima biuty siulyti per trumpa laikotarpi pasiekiama abipus¢ nauda, kai ekonominés
paskatos susiejamos su konkreCiomis politinémis reformomis (pvz. tam tikros [siauros]
srities acquis perémimas). Tai stimuliuoty realy reformy igyvendinima, kadangi numatyty
apCiuopiama trumpuoju laikotarpiu pasiekiama nauda ir kartu leisty iSlaikyti principing
parama europeizacijos procesui.

Vizy rezimas, dabar egzistuojantis tarp Europos ir posovietinés erdvés valstybiy, yra
svarbi klititis skatinti Europos struktiiros plétra per socializacijos procesus. Vélgi, Rusija
Siuo atveju yra nepalyginamai geresnéje padétyje (egzistuoja bevizis reZimas). Europa
atsiduria situacijoje, kuri neleidzia iSnaudoti pagrindinio jos ,,minkstosios galios* sverto —
ekonominio patrauklumo. Bevizio rezimo suteikimas galéty tapti ,,trumpuoju laikotarpiu

pasiekiama nauda®, kurios pagrindu galima biity realiai stiprinti posovietiniy Saliy

-42 -



susisaistyma su Europa. Tiesa, teoriSkai egzistuoja pavojus, kad bevizio rezimo suteikimas
posovietinéms Salims potencialiai gali biiti grésmingas paciai Europai — skirtingomis
struktiirinémis salygomis jpratusiy veikti individy antpludis gali tapti 1SSukiu atskiroms
europinés struktiiros dimensijoms (ypaé instituciniame ir tapatybiniame lygmenyse). Vis
delto, galutinai nesusiformavusi posovietinés erdvés gyventoju kolektyviné tapatybé néra
pakankamai konsoliduota, kad galéty stipriai sukrésti itvirtinta europini tapatuma, siejama
su nusistovéjusiomis elgesio taisyklémis.

Galiausiai, biitent [europinés] kolektyvinés tapatybés formavimo politika potencialiai
yra ta sritis, kuri posovietinéje erdveje gali biti lengviausiai jgyvendinama. Tai patvirtina ir
minétas Rusijos skleidziamos kolektyvinés tapatybés neadekvatumas bei atmetimas.
formuojant tapatybés perkiirimo procesa. Tikétina, kad Siandieniniy, realiy problemy
akcentavimas ir bendras sprendimas turéty biti pagrindinis europinés kolektyvinés

tapatybés itvirtinimo posovietingje erdvéje veiksnys.
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