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Introduction

In a somewhat controversial review essay entitled “The Nowhere Nation,”
Jack Matlock, who served as the U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union as it
was in the process of unraveling, made what can easily be taken as a rather
commonplace and perhaps even banal observation—namely, that the “ques-
tion of relations between Ukraine and Ukrainians and Russia and Russians”
falls into the category of “fundamental.”* The ambassador, of course, is not
alone in this judgment. Proceeding from different points of departure and
with diverse perspectives, various scholars, journalists, policy strategists, and
government leaders directly or indirectly have arrived at about the same con-
clusion—a process that has been facilitated immeasurably by the collapse of
the Soviet Union and the appearance of Ukraine and Russia as independent
states.

Clearly, relations between Ukraine and Russia are fundamental in the first
instance to the two parties that are directly involved, and, moreover, in ways
that are not always readily apparent, including to the principals themselves.
But for the longest time the conventional approach to Ukrainian-Russian re-
lations—if indeed the subject was thought to require some special consider-
ation by mainstream historians or political scientists—was primarily to ad-
dress the Ukrainian side of the equation and in a manner that, oddly enough,
had little or nothing to say about how the Russian side was affected by the
relationship. At the risk of incurring the wrath of some of my friends and
colleagues, the story went more or less along the following lines: There are
these Ukrainians, who are actually quite numerous—about fifty million. In
the past, many of them were Cossacks who fought against Poles, Tatars, and
Russians for control of vast stretches of no man’s land. When Ukraine be-
came part of Russia in the mid—seventeenth century, it came to be known as
Little Russia and its inhabitants were Little Russians. The word Ukraine
means “borderland.” The Ukrainians never really succeeded in establishing
their own state, except for a brief period during the Russian Revolution. Dur-
ing 1917-21, power in Ukraine changed hands several times; it was ruled in-
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termittently by Ukrainian nationalists, monarchist White Guards, German
occupiers, and finally Bolsheviks. In the midst of this chaos, there were many
pogroms. Kyiv, which is the capital of Ukraine, is the Mother of Russian
Cities. It is where Russian statehood, culture, and religion have their begin-
nings. Many Ukrainians prefer to speak Russian; intermarriage is common.
Ukrainian nationalists, most of whom come from the western regions of the
country, bridle under Russian rule, although it has brought many benefits to
ordinary Ukrainians—above all, Soviet modernization and considerable op-
portunities for personal advancement. Indeed, several top Soviet leaders
(Khrushchev, Brezhnev, Gorbachev) and prominent literary figures (Gogol,
Akhmatova, Yevtushenko, Solzhenitsyn) are from Ukraine or are of Ukrai-
nian stock. But now let us return to the process of the gathering of the Rus-
sian lands by czars and commissars and the further expansion of the Russian
state.

Obviously, this is a caricature, and it should by no means obscure the fact
that the work of various scholars and analysts has addressed both Ukrainian
and Russian themes in broader contexts of Eastern European history and pol-
itics—particularly the phenomenon perhaps best described as the making and
unmaking of nations and states—and, in the process, has mapped out new
and more fruitful approaches to understanding the Ukrainian-Russian con-
nection.? The point of the caricature outlined here, moreover, is neither to
bemoan the state of Russian and Soviet studies in the not so distant past nor
to dredge up the issue of myths and their role in history® but to call attention
to the fact that much may be learned about Ukraine #nd Russia by examining
their relationship as a two-way street that has been and continues to be tra-
versed by both sides.

There is a modus operandi to this book, and one of its dimensions is to
view Ukraine not simply as an object of that relationship but to treat Ukraine
and Russia interdependently as its subjects. By all accounts, the “Russian
question” is not about to go away, particularly that aspect of it that involves
building 2 new nation and a new state, which, as it turns out, cannot be fully
understood without its Ukrainian component. Ukraine, needless to say, also
has these items near the top of its agenda, and they, too, make little sense
outside the Russian context. In this connection, I would hazard the guess that
the prominently displayed article on the first page of the 1 April 2000 edition
of the Moscow daily Nezavisimaya gazeta entitled “Ukraine Is Joining the
Russian-Belarusian Union” is trying to tell us something, April Fool’s Day
notwithstanding.

The first three chapters of this book represent an attempt to address the
issues of historical legacy, national identity, and the state in the Ukrainian-
Russian relationship and how they played themselves out, as it were, against
the background of a disintegrating colossus called the Soviet Union. The first
chapter, in particular, although by no means theoretical in any sense that so-
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cial scientists would recognize, seeks to provide a framework or at least some
guidelines for understanding the specificity of the Ukrainian-Russian con-
nection, if not its uniqueness. The succeeding two chapters take what might
be termed the “before, during, and after” approach. Why were Ukrainian-
Russian relations so cordial shortly before the Soviet state began to show
signs that it was losing its viability? How did Ukraine and Russia contribute
to its weakening and ultimate collapse? Why did Kyiv and Moscow begin to
part ways when it became clear that the USSR was on its way out? And what
explains the acrimony that characterized the relationship when it came time,
so to speak, to begin life after the Soviet Union? The pace of events during
this period, particularly in 1990-91, were breakneck, and in the course of the
ensuing decade some of the important things that happened then (or did not
happen) have become somewhat hazy. Very knowledgeable experts on con-
temporary Russia have written that in June 1990 Boris Yeltsin’s Russia de-
clared its independence. Had that actually been the case, one wonders what
the course of events might have been. However, for reasons that can be
gleaned from these initial chapters, Russia was in fact the only Soviet republic
that never declared its independence. Indeed, in early 1996 Russia’s lawmak-
ers “restored” the USSR on their territory and declared the December 1991
agreements in Belovezh that dissolved the USSR to be null and void. Other
and no less knowledgeable specialists write that Yeltsin was calling for the
abolition of the Soviet Union in 1991. Had that been the case, things also
would probably have turned out differently. In fact, the Russian president was
quite busy that year discussing with Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev on
what terms the Soviet Union might be salvaged. It was only when Yeltsin
arrived in Minsk for the meeting that would bring an end to the Soviet
Union, which was after Ukraine’s astonishing popular vote in support of in-
dependence, that he made it clear that the Soviet Union was basically a lost
cause. These issues are also discussed in the early chapters, and they are very
much a part of the Ukrainian-Russian story. In short, I hope that I have also
made a contribution here, however modest, to an analysis of why and how
the Soviet Union fell apart.

The Ukrainian-Russian connection, of course, did not go away with the
Soviet Union; it just became more complicated and made itself felt in more
ways, like the problem of denuclearization. In an often quoted article pub-
lished in early 1994 that focused on American strategy with regard to Russia,
Zbigniew Brzezinski wrote that “without Ukraine, Russia ceases to be an em-
pire, but with Ukraine suborned and then subordinated, Russia automatically
becomes an empire” and that “Russia can be either an empire or a democ-
racy, but it cannot be both.”* Somewhat earlier, Roman Szporluk made an
observation that was in a similar vein. Discussing the implications of an
armed conflict between Ukraine and Russia, which was the subject of some
speculation in 1992, he remarked, “You cannot build a Rechtsstaat if you have
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to militarily occupy millions of Ukrainians.” My purpose in calling readers’
attention to these observations is to underline the extent to which the Ukrai-
nian-Russian relationship impacts on a fairly wide array of issues, problems,
and areas. Brzezinski, after all, was assessing U.S.-Russian relations and
global security, and Szporluk was contemplating the fate of democracy in
Russia, but Ukrainian-Russian considerations figured prominently in both
instances.S

The latter part of this book is devoted to examining how the Ukrainian-
Russian conundrum has influenced foreign and security policy and domestic
politics. The focus here is, above all, on Ukraine, but the links to Russia are
never far removed. Chapter 4 poses the key foreign and domestic issues con-
fronting the leadership in Kyiv and offers a perspective on the post-Soviet
transition in Ukraine in comparison to the other Soviet successor states.
These issues are then considered in detail in the chapters that follow.

The book closes with an analysis of the Crimean problem, in both its exter-
nal and internal dimensions. To one degree or another, Crimea has conjured
up many of the problems that are discussed throughout the book. It was and
to some extent still remains a bone of contention between Kyiv and Moscow.
The presence of the Russian Black Sea Fleet in Sevastopol brings security
issues to the forefront. Crimea is Ukraine’s most serious regional problem
and, moreover, the site of persistent ethnic tensions with potentially serious
consequences. Ironically, conventional wisdom has it that the peninsula was
transferred to Ukraine from Russia in 1954 as a gesture of eternal friendship
during the celebrations marking the “reunion” of the two countries and peo-
ples three hundred year earlier.

Having placed the word reunion in quotation marks, I believe it seems ap-
propriate at this juncture to offer readers, especially those with a peripheral
familiarity with Ukraine’s past, a brief historical outline to provide a modi-
cum of background to the issues that will be discussed.” The saying goes that
one cannot choose one’s neighbors. So it is with Ukrainians and Russians.
Both trace their political and cultural history to the medieval state that
emerged in the ninth century around the city of Kyiv and came to be known
as Kyivan Rus. Both share the Orthodox Christian faith, although Eastern
Rite Catholicism is dominant in Western Ukraine. And both trace their lan-
guages to a common East Slavic predecessor.

Kyivan Rus was a formidable political, economic, and cultural center at
least through the mid—eleventh century, with ties to Byzantium and Central
Europe. In some sense, modern-day Ukrainian-Russian problems have their
origins precisely in Kyivan Rus to the extent that many latter-day Ukrainians
and Russians both claim it as the starting point of their own statehood and
national identity. The decline of the Kyivan state, which is commonly attrib-
uted to the internecine struggle for power in the aftermath of its partition
by Yaroslav the Wise (1036-54) among his sons and frequent incursions by
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nomadic invaders, resulted in the emergence and consolidation of several new
regional centers on its territory, among them Vladimir-Suzdal in the north,
which was the forerunner of the Muscovite state, and Galicia-Volhynia in the
west. In 1169, Kyiv was sacked by a prince from Vladimir-Suzdal; in 1240, it
was destroyed by the Mongols, but its symbolic importance as the Mother of
Rus Cities remained intact.

The demise of Kyiv and other Rus principalities was accompanied by the
rise and growing importance in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries of the
neighboring Lithuanian, Polish, and Muscovite states. Toward the end of the
fourteenth century, Galicia came under Polish control while Volhynia and
most of the remaining ethnically Ukrainian territories of the old Kyivan Rus
tell to the princes of Lithuania, who entered into a dynastic union with the
kings of Poland. Muscovy finally freed itself of the Mongol yoke at the end
of the fifteenth century and its leaders, beginning with Ivan III (1440-1505),
began to title themselves czar and “sovereigns of all Rus,” claiming that all
of the former territories of Kyivan Rus should be under their domain. Armed
with the doctrine of Moscow the Third Rome (after Byzantium), the czars
subsequently embarked on the mission of “gathering the Russian lands,”
something in the nature of America’s Manifest Destiny. A formidable obsta-
cle to this enterprise was the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, which was
created in 1569 and transformed the earlier dynastic union into a constitu-
tional one with a common elected king and parliament, but separate laws and
administrations for its Polish and Lithuanian components. As part of this ar-
rangement, Lithuania’s Ukrainian territories were transferred to Polish ad-
ministration, which meant that now virtually all ethnically Ukrainian lands
were within one political entity. Social tensions stemming from the landlord-
tenant—peasant system of serfdom, the unresolved political-military problem
of the status of the Cossacks on the state’s borders, and the Orthodox-Catho-
lic conflict all coalesced in 1648 in a revolt against Poland that was led by
Bohdan Khmelnytsky, the elected hetman (leader) of the Cossacks, and gave
rise to the Cossack state known as the Hetmanate.

In need of support, Khmelnytsky entered into a relationship with the Mus-
covite state in 1654, the exact nature of which has been in debate ever since.
Interpretations have ranged from a full incorporation of the Hetmanate into
Muscovy to a temporary military alliance between the two. Not surprisingly,
Russian historiography was inclined to some variation of the former while the
Ukrainian side saw things differently. Soviet historians were not burdened by
problems of interpretation. The “Theses” approved by the Central Commit-
tee of the Communist Party in 1954 dictated that the agreement concluded
in the mid-seventeenth century in the town of Pereyaslav, not far from
Kyiv, constituted 2 reunion of two fraternal peoples that, together with the
Belarusians, trace their origins to a common Rus nationality that created the
Kyivan state.
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The question of who is right or wrong is almost irrelevant, except for pro-
fessional historians. What is relevant is that (1) the polarized interpretations
of what transpired in Pereyaslav later formed the basis for equally polarized
conceptions of the nature of the Ukrainian-Russian relationship; and (2) a
small part of ethnically Ukrainian territory, roughly corresponding to the
present-day regions of Poltava and Chernihiv in central Ukraine and includ-
ing the city of Kyiv, came under increasingly centralized Russian rule. The
Polish-Russian war that was precipitated by the Pereyaslav agreement ended
with the Treaty of Andrusovo (1667), which split the Hetmanate along the
Dnieper River. It was agreed that Kyiv would be temporarily under Russian
administration, but the Eternal Peace (1686) concluded between the two
states left the future Ukrainian capital permanently under Moscow’s rule.
The Hetmanate initially enjoyed certain rights and privileges within Mus-
covy, but by the early 1780s these had been taken away. It became fully inte-
grated into the Russian Empire and was commonly known as Little Russia—a
mutation from the term Little Rus, which had been current already several
centuries earlier.?

The next phase in the Ukrainian-Russian saga was defined by the partitions
of Poland at the end of the eighteenth century, which brought most of the
ethnically Ukrainian territories west of the Dnieper River (Right Bank
Ukraine) under imperial Russian rule (along with Belarus). At the same time,
Russia consolidated its control over the sparsely populated regions east of the
old Hetmanate (the Kharkiv region and the Donbas) and took what is now
southern Ukraine, including Crimea, from the Ottoman Empire. The bulk
of what is now Ukraine, therefore, became part of Russia beginning in the
latter half of the seventeenth and into the eighteenth centuries. It is impor-
tant to note, however, that most of what is commonly referred to as Western
Ukraine remained outside Russian and Soviet rule until 1939-45. The parti-
tions of Poland relegated Galicia, which constitutes the present-day regions
of Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk, and Ternopil, to the Habsburg domains. After
World War 1, it became part of the new Polish state. Bukovyna, the northern
part of which is now the Chernivtsi region of Ukraine that borders on Roma-
nia and Moldova, was also ruled from Vienna until 1918 and was then an-
nexed by Romania. The westernmost Zakarpattya region (Transcarpathia)
was part of Hungary since the eleventh to thirteenth centuries and was trans-
ferred to Czechoslovakia in 1919. After 1945, all of these territories were in-
corporated into Soviet Ukraine, leaving only relatively small pockets of
Ukrainians outside its borders.

Even this cursory overview reveals the degree to which contemporary
Ukraine is a country of regions that evolved under different political, cultural,
and even linguistic conditions. Crimea and Eastern Ukraine, particularly the
Donbas, are arguably the most “Russian” part of the country, certainly in
terms of language; but Russians from Moscow, St. Petersburg, or Omsk
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would probably find the residents of Donetsk and Luhansk a bit odd, not
really “Russian.” Southern Ukraine is largely Russian speaking, but Odesa,
its regional capital, is much too cosmopolitan to be genuinely “Russian”; it
is precisely the place where the mayor, a Jew, can easily be a Ukrainian “na-
tionalist.” Western Ukraine, with its historical ties to places such as Vienna,
Warsaw, and Prague, for the most part has little use for anything Russian.
Central Ukraine is rather more difficult to define precisely because it strad-
dles east and west and incorporates parts of both. But Kyiv, which is both
Russian and Ukrainian speaking, is politically Ukrainian.

In some sense, the main purpose of this book may well be to assess the
degree to which both Ukraine and Russia have succeeded in sorting out their
past and starting afresh.

NOTES

1. Jack F. Matlock Jr., “The Nowhere Nation,” New York Review of Books, 24 Feb-
ruary 2000, 42.

2. Readers are directed, for example, to the recently published collection of Roman
Szporluk’s selected articles, Russia, Ukraine, and the Breakup of the Soviet Union (Stan-
ford, Calif.: Hoover Institution Press, 2000). See also Peter J. Potichnyj, Marc Raeff,
Jaroslaw Pelenski, and Gleb N. Zekulin, eds., Ukraine and Russia in Their Historical
Encounter (Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies Press, 1992).

3. Myth making and its role in Ukrainian-Russian relations figure prominently in
Anatole Lieven’s Ukraine and Russia: A Fraternal Rivalry (Washington, D.C.: United
States Institute of Peace Press, 1999).

4. Zbigniew Brzezinski, ‘“The Premature Partnership,” Foreign Affairs 73, no. 2
(March—April 1994): 82 and 70, respectively.

5. “One Year after the Collapse of the USSR: A Panel of Specialists,” Post-Soviet
Affairs 8, no. 4 (October-December 1992): 326. Chechens do not number in the mil-
lions, but the point remains nonetheless valid today.

6. The Ukrainian-Russian relationship as central to European security has, in par-
ticular, drawn the attention of analysts. See, for example, Ole Diehl, Kiew und Moskau:
Die ukrainisch-russischen Beziehungen als zentvales Problem deutscher und euvopiischer
Sicherbeit (Bonn: Europa Union, 1994); Tor Bukkvoll, Ukraine and European Security
(London: Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1997); and Sherman W. Garnett,
Keystone in the Arch: Ukraine in the Emerging Security Environment of Central and East-
ern Europe (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1997).

7. Readers interested in learning more about the history of Ukraine can consult
Roman Szporluk, Ukraine: A Brief History (Detroit: Ukrainian Festival Committee in
Detroit, 1979); Orest Subtelny, Ukraine: A History (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1988); and Paul Robert Magocsi, A History of Ukraine (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1996).
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8. See Zenon E. Kohut, “The Development of Little Russian Identity and Ukrai-
nian Nationbuilding,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 10, nos. 3—4 (December 1986): 559—
76, and Volodymyr Kravchenko, * ‘Rosiya,” ‘Malorosiya,” ‘Ukraina’ v rosiis’kii istorio-
hrafii druhoi polovyny XVIII-20-kh rokiv XIX st.,”” Zbirnyk Kharkivs’kobo istoryko-
Sfilolobichnobo tovarystva, nova seriya (Kharkiv: Oko, 1995), 3-15.
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A Framework for Discussion,
or k postanovke problemy

The awakening of Ukraine, and especially the separatist character
of Ukrainophilism, astounded the Russian intelligentsia, which, in
the final analysis, did not really understand it. Because, above all,
we loved Ukraine, its land, its people, its songs, we felt that all of
this was ours, our own. But also because of our criminal disinterest
in Ukraine’s past.

—Georgii Fedotov, “Rossiya i svoboda,” 1945

Millions of Russians are convinced that without Ukraine not only
can there be no great Russia, but that there cannot be any kind of
Russia at all.

—Len Karpinskii, Moskovskie novosti, 22 December 1991

We feel awkward without Ukraine.

—Gennadii Seleznev, chairman of the State Duma,
Interfax-Ukraine, 28 September 1998

Ukrainian-Russian relations since the collapse of the Soviet Union have
largely been strained, conflictive, unstable, and, indeed, abnormal. Most dis-
cussions of the problem tend to focus on specific issues about which Kyiv and
Moscow disagree. Among these, the most prominent and long-standing have
been the fate of the Black Sea Fleet and its main base, Sevastopol; the related
but larger question of Crimea—specifically, who should be considered its
rightful owner; and the role and functions of the Commonwealth of Indepen-
dent States (CIS). A host of other problems and irritants remain and have
exacerbated relations between the two states, including how to dispose of the
debts and assets of the former Soviet Union; Ukraine’s huge energy debt;
delimiting and demarcating the borders of the two countries; the eastward
enlargement of NATO; and, more recently, the status of the Russian minor-
ity and Russian speakers in Ukraine.! All of these disputes and disagreements

9



10 Chapter 1

may be said to be “normal” in the sense that they can be defined and, in the
course of negotiations, resolved. A case in point is the problem of the disposi-
tion of the former Soviet Black Sea Fleet—probably the most difficult and
certainly the most emotionally laden issue—which, although not definitively
settled, has been effectively removed as a stumbling block in relations be-
tween Ukraine and Russia by the agreements concluded in Kyiv on 28 May
19972 The latter paved the way for the signing of the basic bilateral treaty
between Ukraine and Russia several days later, which is testimony to the fact
that, despite a difficult agenda of unfinished business, compromises can be
reached and seemingly intractable differences can be resolved.

Other problems between Ukraine and Russia, however, are not so easily
defined and therefore rather more difficult to unravel. To say that they are
basic or fundamental would be correct but not very enlightening. Certainly,
they are the kinds of problems that do not easily lend themselves to the nego-
tiating table. Even some of the principals involved in sorting out the issues
between Kyiv and Moscow seem not to be able to explain in a fully satisfac-
tory manner what it is that stands in the way of a “normal” relationship be-
tween the two countries. Thus, in early 1997 a leading Moscow newspaper
published interviews with Ukrainian president Leonid Kuchma and his top
security aide Volodymyr Horbulin, both of whom offered some views on the
subject. The overall thrust of the interviews was that relations with Russia
were bad and were not getting any better; the leitmotif was that Russia was
not taking Ukraine seriously, that its attitude was patronizing and conde-
scending.’ There is nothing particularly revealing or astonishing in these ob-
servations. It has been clear for some time now that Moscow is having prob-
lems of one sort or another with virtually all of the members of the CIS,
including Belarus, with which it has signed several agreements that are in-
tended to establish an as yet undefined “union” of the two states. The CIS,
in spite of grand integration schemes and strategic courses formulated in
Moscow, not only is not integrating; it is silently fading away. The well-
known political commentator Aleksei Pushkov, characterizing the CIS as a
“community of non-communicators,” shares the prevailing view that Mos-
cow’s policies in this area have failed.*

Both Kuchma and Horbulin seemed intent on going beyond “normal,”
issue-specific problems in the Ukrainian-Russian relationship and attempted
to define what might be termed the “abnormal” dimension. Horbulin, for
example, said that he was not prepared to offer a rational explanation for the
difficulties between Kyiv and Moscow but suggested that a close reading of
Freud could provide some insights or that perhaps Dostoyevsky might have
the answer. Clearly, he was suggesting that psychological factors may be at
work here. But then he added something more concrete: “I often recall what
former U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger told me: ‘I never met a single
Russian who thought that Ukraine could be independent.” ”* Kuchma ex-
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panded on this theme, saying that “in Russia they pretend that Ukraine as a
sovereign, independent state does not exist.” “As I see it,” he continued, “in
Russia the stereotype of viewing Ukraine as its constituent part or, at any
rate, as the sphere of its prevailing influence has not yet been eliminated.”
The Ukrainian president returned to this issue a year later, after Yeltsin’s
state visit and the signing of the Ukrainian-Russian treaty. In an interview
in Izvestia, although emphasizing that Ukrainian-Russian relations had vastly
improved and that “problems of a political character” were now virtually ab-
sent, he nonetheless expressed concern about the future. Specifically,
Kuchma called attention to what he termed the “divorce syndrome” in the
Ukrainian-Russian relationship, briefly characterizing it as a “complicated
political-psychological problem that casts an ominous shadow on the entire
complex of Ukrainian-Russian relations.”¢

The perception that something is at work that makes it inordinately diffi-
cult for Kyiv and Moscow to get on with the process of normalizing their
relations is not an exclusively one-sided affair. Dmitrii Ryurikov, Yeltsin’s
former foreign policy adviser, confided to a journalist that there is “some-
thing [in the Ukrainian-Russian relationship] that remains immutable—
namely, a psychological layer that we are unable to surmount.” He then pro-
ceeded, unwittingly, to personify the problem by expressing his irritation at
the Ukrainian leadership’s refusal to conduct its affairs with Russia on the
basis of a “special relationship” and a “special history.” Kyiv, he insisted,
should make a “fraternal grand Slavic gesture” and refrain from constant ap-
peals to its own laws and international norms in conducting negotiations with
Moscow. In the Ukrainian-Russian case, he said, international law had to be
applied “creatively.”” In Kyiv, of course, the term special relationship, when it
is voiced by an official from Moscow, inevitably conjures up the image of
the “younger brother” who should behave in accordance with his prescribed
subservient role. The pattern is well established in Ukrainian humor. When
Russians and Ukrainians sit down to divide something up, so the story goes,
the Russian side always proposes that the loot be parceled out in a fraternal
manner; the Ukrainians, however, prefer that it be done on an equitable basis.

Some observers explain this dynamic and, indeed, the entire Ukrainian-
Russian conundrum in terms of the ‘“Pereyaslav complex,” which takes its
name from the 1654 agreement between the two sides. Professor Semen Ap-
patov of Odesa University describes this phenomenon as ingrained “stereo-
typed thinking” of Ukrainian and Russian leaders as well as sizable segments
of both societies. Briefly stated, the Ukrainians, based on their historical ex-
perience with the Russians, are suspicious of their motives and see Russia as
the main threat to Ukraine’s independence. The Russians, in turn, continue
to view Ukraine as part of a single whole that has temporarily lost its way but
inevitably will return to where it belongs.® The “Pereyaslav complex” as a
shorthand guide to understanding Ukrainian-Russian relations is fine as it
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stands, although we need to delve somewhat deeper. It is quite true that many
Ukrainians do not trust Moscow, but just as many or perhaps more Poles,
Hungarians, Czechs, Chinese, and others feel more or less the same way. It
is equally true that many Russians refuse to accept Ukraine as a legitimate
entity, but the Ukrainian-Russian connection did not begin in Pereyaslav.

Aleksandr Bovin, a former diplomat and political commentator who con-
ducted the Izvestia interview with Kuchma, apparently found the concept of
a “divorce syndrome” useful and returned to it in an article entitled “Prob-
lems in Relations with Ukraine Remain.”” Noting “the emotional back-
ground against which practically all of us [Russians] view relations with
Ukraine,” Bovin confessed that intellectually he understands that Ukraine is
independent and that Crimea and Sevastopol are now in a foreign country
but that emotionally he is unable to deal with these realities.’®* “Maybe I'm
wrong,” he asserted, “but I have the feeling that a considerable part of the
Russian elite simply cannot part with this syndrome.” If this is indeed the
case, then the outlook for Ukrainian-Russian relations is not very encourag-
ing. The problem, as Bovin points out, is that surmounting the divorce syn-
drome is a key prerequisite for the solution of all outstanding disagreements
between Kyiv and Moscow. The choices that he poses leave no room for am-
biguity or ambivalence.

Either, or. Either we feel that the separation of Ukraine is an historical misun-
derstanding, a regrettable, temporary accident, that there is a realistic possibility
of changing the course of events or, at 2 minimum, imposing our will on Kyiv—
and then we can and should conduct a brutal, forceful course with respect to
Ukraine. Or, after all, we come to the conclusion that, in the foreseeable future,
there is no going back, that Ukraine is a truly independent and truly sovereign
state that has the “right” to its own policies that correspond to its own inter-
ests—and then it follows that we learn how to live with that kind of Ukraine.!

Dmitrii Furman, one of a handful of Russian academics specializing in Ukrai-
nian issues, also sees the intangible as a core problem in the Ukrainian-Rus-
sian relationship: “Grasping the realities, shaking off the nationalist mythol-
ogy—that is the way to deliverance from the painful Russian and Ukrainian
psychological complexes and the psychological tension in Russian-Ukrainian
relations.”!?

“Historical misunderstanding,” “temporary accident,” “divorce syn-
drome,” “psychological complexes,” “special relationship”—let us explore a
bit further to see whether we can decipher what all of this might mean.

bR 11

THE HISTORICAL LEGACY

Why should the Ukrainian-Russian divorce be any different, more compli-
cated, or more painful than the other divorces that took place at the end of
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1991? Writing several weeks after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Len Kar-
pinskii, then chief editor of Moskovskie novosti, listed several reasons that the
Belovezh accords that created the CIS should be viewed as a positive develop-
ment. Among them was what he termed the “Ukrainian factor”—specifically,
that the CIS was “the only way to block and prevent the complete severance
of Russia from Ukraine, which would have been a genuine tragedy for Rus-
sian national consciousness.””* The tragedy would have been for those mil-
lions of Russians who Karpinskii thought could not imagine the existence of
any kind of Russia without Ukraine. This perception emphasizes the degree
to which Ukraine is not only and not simply a problem for Russia but more
importantly also a problem of Russia. The defining characteristic of the
Ukrainian-Russian divorce syndrome is that when Ukraine declared its inde-
pendence, it initiated divorce proceedings not only against the USSR but also
against what many Russians perceived to be “Russia.” Without straying too
far afield into the rather complex business of what constitutes Russian na-
tional identity, suffice it to say that in the Russian public mind, such notions
as the Soviet Union and Russia often were and remain interchangeable.* In
this context, let us recall that the RSFSR did not declare its independence
from the Soviet Union, which was not entirely fortuitous.

Nonetheless, this still does not satisfactorily explain why, for example, the
Azerbaijani or the Estonian divorces were not perceived as personal Russian
tragedies. Why, as one observer has noted, did the collapse of the Soviet
Union evoke in the Russians the syndrome of the jilted spouse specifically
with regard to the Ukrainians but not the other non-Russian members of the
“Soviet family of nations”?'* The answer is, to a large extent, historical. As
Szporluk has pointed out, in imperial Russia Ukrainians (and Belarusians)
were viewed as integral component parts of a greater Russian nation, a char-
acteristic that set them apart from all of the other non-Russians of the former
Soviet Union. While few Russians would deny that Azerbaijanis are Azerbai-
janis or Estonians are Estonians, many Russians question the very existence
of Ukrainians and Belarusians.'¢ Historically, mainstream Russian political
thought viewed Ukraine as the Little Russian province of Russia and Ukraini-
ans as the Little Russian branch of the larger all-Russian (obshcherusskaya) na-
tion. Writing in 1912, Petr Struve, one of the leading representatives of mod-
ern Russian liberal democracy, articulated the prevailing view of the
Ukrainian-Russian relationship as follows:

I am deeply convinced that, alongside all-Russian culture and the all-Russian
language, Little Russian or Ukrainian culture is a local or regional culture. This
position of the “Little Russian” culture and the “Little Russian” language has
been determined by the entire course of the historical development of Russia
and can be changed only by the total demolition not only of the historically de-
veloped structure of Russian statehood, but of Russian society as well.!”
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The Ukrainian question in Russia, however, was not a simple problem of eth-
nography and language. Struve explained:

If the “Ukrainian” idea of the [Ukrainian] intelligentsia takes root in the masses
and ignites them with its “Ukrainianism,” it threatens a gigantic and unprece-
dented schism of the Russian nation, which, such is my deepest conviction, will
result in veritable disaster for the state and for the people. All of our problems
with the “periphery” will become mere trifles compared to the prospect of the
“bifurcation” and—should the “Belorussians” follow the “Little Russians”—the
“trifurcation” of Russian culture.!®

To counter this development, Struve called on progressive public opinion in
Russia to “initiate an ideological struggle against ‘Ukrainianism’ as a ten-
dency that [aims] to weaken and, in part, even to abolish the great attainment
of our history—all-Russian culture.”’® Another prominent Russian political
thinker, the philosopher Georgii Fedotov, also understood the “Ukrainian
idea” as essentially destructive of the Russian state, society, and culture: “It
is a question not only of the political structure of Russia and its boundaries,
but of its spiritual life.”?° Writing in 1929, he sensed that time may be run-
ning out.

The problem [of Ukraine] is too complex for it to be treated in detail here. But
the very existence of Russia depends on its successful resolution. Our task can be
formulated as follows: not only to keep Ukraine in the body of Russia, but also
to implant Ukrainian culture into Russian culture. We are witnessing a very
rapid and for us an extremely dangerous process: the conception of a new Ukrai-
nian national consciousness, essentially a new nation. . . . It is impossible to kill
it, but one can work so that its consciousness establishes itself as a special form
of Russian [russkoe] consciousness.?!

Neither Struve nor Fedotov could realistically contemplate the notion of
an independent Ukrainian state. But a Ukrainian identity separate from an
all-Russian identity was sufficient to qualify as a mortal danger to both the
Russian nation and the state. What this suggests is that Russians had an iden-
tity problem long before the Soviet Union fell apart and that Ukraine was
very much a part of that problem.

Clearly, the tasks that Struve and Fedotov urged their countrymen to un-
dertake to neutralize the perceived threat to Russia emanating from the
“Ukrainian idea” were not completed—either by the imperial Russian re-
gime or by its Soviet successor. The Bolsheviks, according to one view, made
a fatal mistake from the very start by administratively organizing the Soviet
state—which, with some adjustments, did not look very different from the
pre-1917 Russian Empire—along ethnic lines and in a hierarchical order de-
termined by what might be termed “national maturity,” at the top of which
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were the Union republics. As the politician-entrepreneur Arkadii Volskii
pointed out some time ago, the founding fathers of the Soviet Union “were
obviously romantics when they divided up the territory of Russia into na-
tional apartments instead of [administrative] states and provinces.”?? Stated
differently, Lenin should have paid more attention to his resident expert on
the national question, Joseph Stalin, who had very little use for all of these
pseudoindependent “Soviet republics.” This may well have precluded the
“parade of sovereignties” that began in 1990 and soon thereafter resulted in
the demise of the Soviet Union.

The “national apartments” remained, but the romanticism faded. The ex-
periments of the 1920s along the lines of “national in form and socialist in
content” did not last very long. The Soviet leadership, aided by learned aca-
demicians, developed the concept of the “Soviet people” as a “new historical
community,” which was widely understood, particularly by the non-Russians,
as an attempt to create a new nation on the territory of the USSR that spoke
primarily Russian. As survey research in eastern and southern Ukraine shows,
the effort was not entirely without success. What the final product would
have looked like had it not been for Gorbachev’s perestroika and the subse-
quent collapse of the Soviet Union is difficult to say—which brings us to the
present moment insofar as the problem of Russian national identity and the
role that Ukraine and Ukrainians play in defining that identity. On the one
hand, the Soviet Union—the “second Russian state,” as Igor Chubais calls
it?»—was rather abruptly terminated, thereby interrupting once again the
process of Russian nation building. To correct this problem, Yeltsin set up a
government commission in 1997, a search committee of sorts, that was
charged with finding a winning formula for the “Russian idea.” Thus far, the
experts have come up largely empty-handed.?* On the other hand, it is be-
coming clear that the only formula that seems to be making any headway
places primary emphasis on the old ingredients—namely, Ukraine and Be-
larus as the “missing links” required to make “Russia” complete.

BACK TO THE FUTURE

When Gennadii Seleznev, the head of the State Duma, the lower house of
Russia’s parliament, addressed Ukrainian lawmakers in September 1998 dur-
ing an official visit to Kyiv, he proposed that Ukraine join Russia and Belarus
in a “union of three,” which, he predicted, would be hailed as “the main
event of the outgoing 20th century.” Seleznev claimed not to understand why
his Ukrainian colleagues showed little enthusiasm for the proposal and as-
sured them that if a referendum were held in Russia, nearly 70 per cent would
vote for a union with Ukraine.?” Yeltsin, too, was baffled by Ukraine’s reluc-
tance to integrate with its two East Slavic neighbors, claiming that his Ukrai-
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nian counterpart would like to join Russia and Belarus in a new state forma-
tion “but that something is hindering him.”?¢

Although Russia’s first president was famous for his sometimes strange
statements and erratic behavior, this belies either a strong dose of wishful
thinking or serious flaws in his perception of Ukrainian realities—or both.
Although Moscow would prefer that it were not so, Kuchma is not Alyak-
sandr Lukashenka, the president of Belarus, and the Ukrainian political class
is not prepared to yield its newly won status and privileges in exchange for
the equivalent of Russian provincial posts. On the contrary, Ukrainian politi-
cal elites seem to be quite content now that they are no longer required to
ask Moscow’s permission for everything ranging from building a toilet at the
railway station in Chop to attending an ecological conference in Budapest.?”
The population as a whole, particularly in the eastern and southern regions,
does not share the enthusiasm of its leaders on this score. But, as we shall see,
this does not automatically translate into an unambiguous desire to unite with
Russia.

One of the important factors at work here is that the potential for political
and social instability is perceived to be greater in Russia than in Ukraine.?®
Stated differently, mothers in Ukraine are not wildly enthusiastic about send-
ing their sons to Chechnya or Tajikistan. More important perhaps is the
long-term perspective—namely, that the younger generation has its own
views, priorities, and values, which often do not coincide with those of its
elders. The problem was summed up nicely by a participant in a Moscow
roundtable at the end of 1998 devoted to the previous year’s foreign policy
gains and losses and prospects for the future:

It is said sometimes: the elite will go and be replaced by their children and it is
they who will come back [to the fold]. I think, quite the contrary. If the former
comrades-in-arms of the Politburo—and, in effect, all of them are comrades-in-
arms of one Politburo, including Boris Nikolayevich Yeltsin—are unable to
come to terms while still speaking Russian, then their Harvard-educated, En-
glish-speaking children certainly will not.?®

Even in Belarus, survey research indicates that young people have diverse
views about the desirability of integration.’® Particularly interesting is the
finding that unlike the older generation, which maintains a largely Soviet
identity, more than two-thirds of Belarusian youth identify themselves with
Belarus.’! Once again, time is running out.

Neither Yeltsin, nor Seleznev, nor any other Russian leader have offered
anything approximating a logical or coherent argument as to why Ukraine’s
integration or unification with Russia and Belarus would be a good thing for
all concerned or, at the very least, for Russia. Admittedly, given the fact that
all manner of integration schemes within the CIS have thus far proved to be
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unworkable,’? it may well be that such arguments simply do not exist. What
Seleznev has suggested, however, is that the “awkwardness” that Russians ap-
parently feel without Ukraine at their side would be relieved if the latter
joined Russia in some sort of union. Yeltsin said something along similar lines
in an address to his countrymen at the end of 1997: “It is impossible to tear
from our hearts that Ukrainians are our own people. That is our destiny—our
common destiny.”*”* To round out the picture, we should take note of one of
the relatively infrequent occasions when former prime minister Viktor Cher-
nomyrdin expressed his views on the subject: “Ukraine is not only a neighbor
state to us. It is part of our soul, and we want to be together with it all the
time, without infringing upon its sovereignty.”** It would seem, therefore,
that the hoped for Ukrainian-Russian union is intended to correct some sort
of Russian disorder or problem. What the Ukrainian side stands to gain from
the proposed joint enterprise is not entirely clear. Be that as it may, it is inter-
esting to note that the majority of Russians agree with their leaders. A nation-
wide poll conducted in Russia in the fall of 1997 recorded that 56 percent of
respondents felt that Russians and Ukrainians are “one people.”** Presum-
ably, it was this source of potential support that Boris Fedorov—a former
deputy prime minister and minister of finance who has been in and out of
several Russian governments and who is widely respected in the West as a
staunch democrat and principled market reformer—had in mind when he
suggested that if he were chosen to head the government, he would seek to
amend the constitution to enshrine legally Russia’s “aspiration to reunite
with Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan.’”3¢

The fact that Yeltsin, Chernomyrdin, or even Seleznev have not articulated
their understanding of the Ukrainian-Russian connection beyond sound bites
is perhaps understandable given the political etiquette and tact that is ex-
pected of prominent officeholders.’” Less understandable is the apparent in-
ability of contemporary Russian political figures who are not burdened by the
constraints of high office to go beyond the standard formulations developed
by the classics on “Ukrainian separatism” when conveying their views on the
subject.’®

Gennadii Zyuganov, for example, who is not only head of the Communist
Party of the Russian Federation with presidential ambitions but also a doctor
of philosophical sciences who is inclined to polemicize with the likes of Ar-
nold Toynbee and Samuel Huntington, explains that the “single Russian civi-
lization” has been divided into three parts:

In essence, this is a problem of our viability. How it will be solved will determine
whether or not our Fatherland will be what it has always been—a unique, dis-
tinctive, and self-sufficient civilization. That is precisely why the second strategic
task—after the internal consolidation of all healthy political forces—is the task
of a new reunification of Ukraine and Belorussia with Russia.*
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The similarity to Struve’s argument almost a century earlier is more than
apparent. Zyuganov admits that reunification with Ukraine is considerably
more problematic than reunification with Belarus. The problems are twofold.
First, the West in general and the United States in particular are determined
to “completely tear Ukraine away from Russia and make it into a buffer be-
tween Europe and ‘unpredictable’ Moscow.” The main culprit here is Henry
Kissinger, whose Russophobic ideas are seen as having taken hold in Wash-
ington. Second, the Ukrainian political establishment is split into two
camps—““Independists” [“Samostiiniki”’] and “Little Russians”—and, unfor-
tunately, it is the former, who are mainly from Western Ukraine, that are
currently setting the political agenda in Kyiv. In spite of these difficulties,
Zyuganov is convinced that in due time everything will revert to its natural
state, above all, because of “the sympathies of the basic mass of the Ukrainian
people, who understand very well that together with the Great Russians and
Belorussians they belong to the single Orthodox all-Russian culture.”#
Above and beyond any other questions that may be posed here—for example,
the rather odd assertion that Western Ukrainians control the levers of power
in Kyiv—one wonders what any of this has to do with “communism.”

Aleksandr Lebed, who unlike Zyuganov has not written a doctoral thesis
and does not like to waste words but who was once considered the favorite to
replace Yeltsin, is of the opinion that what has happened in the aftermath of
the breakup of the Soviet Union is the “completely artificial division of two
parts [Russian and Ukrainian] of one people,” which will soon be reunited in
a confederation.

Whereas something can still be said about the Baltic states, Russians, Ukraini-
ans, and Belorussians are people from one root, with essentially one lan-
guage—we understand each other without an interpreter. We are the heirs to
one faith, one military glory. They took one people and tore it up in an artificial
fashion.

Another former general and the former vice president of Russia, Aleksandr
Rutskoi, who, proceeding from the decisions of the October 1993 Congress
of Russian People’s Deputies, insists that he is the legitimate president of
Russia, is convinced that all of Russia’s problems will be solved through uni-
fication with Ukraine and Belarus:

If we want peace, prosperity, and happiness for today’s living and for future gen-
erations, if we want to save the Fatherland from being divided up and from the
dividers, if we want to survive on the holy land of our forefathers as a great and
free people—the Russian State [Derzhava] must be restored within its natural
boundaries: historical, geopolitical, ethnic. The basis for this process must be the
reunification of the three fraternal peoples—Great Russians, Little Russians, and
Belorussians—within the framework of a single Russian state.*?
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The list of Russian politicians, prominent and not so prominent, who insist
that Ukraine and Ukrainians are not legitimate entities and that they need to
return to their “natural state”—that is, unity with Russia and the Rus-
sians—is not unimpressive. Georgii Tikhonov explained that the State
Duma’s Committee on the CIS and Ties with Compatriots, which he headed
until recently, had one main task: “To gather the Great Mother Rus and,
to that end, prepare the necessary legal groundwork.”* It follows logically,
therefore, that he and his colleagues recommended that the Ukrainian-Rus-
sian bilateral treaty that was concluded in May 1997 not be ratified because
it “totally does not reflect the specificity of Russian-Ukrainian ties and estab-
lishes a false ideology, the essence of which is that Russians and Ukrainians
are considered to be two historical subjects primordially separate from each
other.”+ Viktor Aksyuchits, the head of the Russian Christian Democratic
Movement and, curiously, an adviser to former deputy prime minister Boris
Nemtsov, argues that Ukrainians and Belarusians are actually Russians to
such a degree that they should not be considered Slavs in the same sense as
Poles or Serbs because this distracts from the fact that they are actually Rus-
sians. “History,” he writes, “does not know either the Ukrainian or Belorus-
sian nations or the ‘sovereign’ states of Ukraine and Belorussia.”* Mikhail
Yurev, a former deputy speaker of the State Duma and a member of Grigorii
Yavlinskii’s reformist Yabloko movement, feels that because Ukraine and Be-
larus are fictional entities, the question should not be posed in terms of their
integration or consolidation with Russia but rather “in terms of returning
these lands to the Russian Federation on conditions analogous to those of,
say, Tataria.””+

Most of these postulates may be found in a report entitled “The CIS: The
Beginning or the End of History?” written by Konstantin Zatulin and An-
dranik Migranyan, which was published in abridged form in Nezavisimaya ga-
zeta in the spring of 1997. The report maps out a strategy for a “single zone
of Russian state building” that would encompass either all or significant por-
tions of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan, without which its authors foresee
the disintegration of Russia. Insofar as Ukraine is concerned, Zatulin and Mi-
granyan proceed from the following basic assumptions: (1) Ukrainians as a
single, developed nation do not exist and have never existed; (2) Ukraine is a
“non-historical formation”; (3) ‘“Ukrainianism” is 2 Western Ukrainian phe-
nomenon; (4) Ukrainian protostatehood rests on a foundation of anti-Russian
policies sponsored and financed by the West; (5) the existence of Ukraine
constitutes a “permanent challenge” to Russia; and (6) the remedy for Rus-
sian-Ukrainian relations is “brutal therapy,” which may require facilitating
the collapse of the Ukrainian state.*” It should be pointed out that the authors
of this scenario do not represent the lunatic fringe of the Russian political
spectrum. Zatulin is a former head of the State Duma’s Committee on CIS
Affairs and Ties with Compatriots. He was in the leadership of the centrist
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Party of Russian Unity and Accord (PRES), which also included former dep-
uty prime ministers Sergei Shakhrai and Aleksandr Shokhin, and is currently
an adviser to Moscow mayor Yurii Luzhkov. Migranyan is a well-known po-
litical scientist and commentator who served on Yeltsin’s Presidential
Council.

To sum up, there is a current in contemporary Russian political thought
whose representatives can be found on the right, left, and center of the politi-
cal spectrum and whose perception of Ukraine and Ukrainian-Russian rela-
tions essentially mirrors the officially ideology of the pre-1917 Russian re-
gime. This perception holds that Ukraine is historically an organic and
integral part of Russia—not only in the territorial sense but culturally, lin-
guistically, and spiritually as well. From this it follows that an independent
Ukraine is unnatural, an unfortunate result of circumstance, some sort of ter-
rible mistake or misunderstanding, perhaps even an anti-Russian plot con-
cocted by hostile outside forces, and that in due time this abnormal state of
affairs will be corrected and everything will return to “normal.” Further-
more, the raison d’&tre of this approach has little if anything to do with con-
crete political, economic, or geostrategic considerations but with something
considerably less tangible—namely, the conviction that the Russian nation
and Russian statehood are themselves unnatural or incomplete without
Ukraine (and Belarus).* The reunification of the two Germanys after the
Cold War offers the adherents of this view what is considered to be a per-
fectly reasonable analogy for the remedy of this specifically Russian problem.
Evgenii Kozhokin, director of the Russian Institute of Strategic Studies, ex-
plains:

Proceeding from the position of the imperial syndrome of the Russians, variants
are sought so as to restrict or curb it. For example, they advance the following
premise: an independent Ukraine is a precondition for the democratic develop-
ment of Russia. The premise is false by its very nature. The unification of Russia
and Ukraine can be accomplished only by democratic means. And this unifica-
tion is one of the foreign policy goals of Russia just as the unification of the FRG
and the GDR [West and East Germany] was for many years a foreign policy goal
of democratic Germany.*

What is particularly striking about this argument is the assumption that the
basis for the analogy—that is, that the Ukrainians and Russians are a single
nation divided by two states just as the single German nation was divided
between the Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic Re-
public—is taken for granted to the extent that it requires absolutely no com-
mentary or explanation.

Certainly one of the more serious problems with this scheme, as Zyuganov,
Aksyuchits, and others are fully aware, is that Western Ukraine does not fit
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the paradigm. The well-known philosopher Aleksandr Tsipko, who was one
of the foremost proponents of the restoration of “historical Russia,” under-
stood from very early on that Western Ukraine “has absolutely nothing to do
with this [Russian and Soviet] history.”*® According to Tsipko, territories like
Western Ukraine that were forcibly annexed to the Soviet Union on the eve
of World War II are “morally and psychologically alienated from everything
Russian and Soviet.””s! For some Russians, the “solution” to this problem has
been to declare the Western Ukrainians “a separate East Slavic people.”s?
From this perspective, Western Ukraine is not really “Ukrainian” and, there-
fore, it cannot really be “Russian.”

THE “INFORMATION GAP”

The burden of the historical legacy on the Ukrainian-Russian relationship is
compounded by the fact that, with few exceptions, there has been little effort,
either in the mass media or in academic publications, to reexamine and re-
consider the historical record and, more broadly, to approach the subject
from a fresh perspective. As one Moscow participant in a roundtable noted:

One huge inequality [between Russia and Ukraine] has, at any rate, been re-
tained, which is a consequence of the long-standing political inequality. The
Ukrainians know Russia, but the Russians [russkie] and the Russians [rossiyane] in
general do not know Ukraine or know it superficially; they know it, under the
best of circumstances, on the basis of textbooks of a history that was falsified.’

There are