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THE UKRAINIAN NATIONALIST MOVEMENT
IN THE U.S.S.R. SINCE 1956

The Ukrainian nationalist movement has, since 1917 and the begin-
ing of the Soviet era, taken upon itself a variety of shapes and forms,
and yet it remains to this day a politically significant force.

A precise, fully-binding definition of Ukrainian nationalism is,
however, impossible for a number of reasons. In the first place, there
are varying shades of nationalistically oriented thought manifested
within the Ukraine, ranging from demands for the increased use of
the Ukrainian language, to complete secession from the USSR and
a rejection of Communism. Then again, there are the obvious
difficulties of assessing opinions within the Ukraine in any depth, and
hence the common factors of nationalist aspirations. Finally, there
are the traditional differences within the Ukraine itself (such as in
the nature of religious affiliation, in the extent of the ties with the
Great Russians, and in the time span of membership of the Soviet
Union and hence of ingrained allegiance to that regime), which make
for divergences in the nature of nationalist aims!'.

Soviet practice, however, has been to refer to virtually all such
manifestations as ‘Ukrainian bourgeois nationalism’, thereby indicat-
ing a recognition of a certain degree of unity of ends (a community
of spirit manifesting itself by a desire for greater independence for
the indigenous occupants of the Ukraine in one or a variety of
spheres), if not of means (that is, through armed resistance, political
resistance, complete secession or through a socialist, as opposed to
a communist, self-governing or independent republic). If any single
factor may be regarded as the root inspiration of all demonstrations
of Ukrainian nationalism, it is perhaps opposition to Russification?

1) See e.g. F. C. Barghoorn'’s Introduction to V. Chornovil, The Choronovil
Papers, McGraw-Hill, London, 1968, pp. xii-xiii; and The Economist, London,
25 January, 1969.

2) On the various forms of Russification considered to be taking place in
Ukrainian culture and life, see The Ukrainian Review, Vol. VI, No. 4, 1959, pp.
31-5 and 36-8; Vol. VII, No. 3-4, 1960, pp. 13-23; Vol. XIII, No. 4, 1966, pp. 8-16;
Vol. XIV, No. 2, 1967, pp. 2-16; and A.B.N. Correspondence, Munich, Vol. XVIII,
No. 6, 1967, pp. 18-22.
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but, as has been stated and will be seen again, Ukrainians themselves
are divided in the nature and extent of opposition to what are seen
as the Russification policies of the Moscow authorities.

While not underestimating these problems of precise definition,
the continued existence of a quite broad-based movement seeking,
primarily by peaceful means, to attain a greater or lesser degree of
independence of action for the Ukraine from the Russian Republic
and/or Russian domination, is by now an entity well documented
both in Soviet and Western sources relating to the period since 1956.
In addition, a considerable number of trials of O.U.N, and U.P.A.
members continue to take place in connection with war-time and
immediate post-war activities (and possibly more recent activities,
although the secret nature of most trials makes any such assessment
difficult), presumably at least partly ‘pour décourager les autres™.
That this may indeed be the case is indicated by the fact that for at
least one of those tried (former U.P.A. member Oleksa Hryha) it was
his second sentence, this time to death, following the annulment of
his first conviction?; while Yuri Shukhevych-Berezynskyi served some
twenty years in prison, until his recent release, apparently for com-
mitting no other offence than being the offspring of Roman Shukhe-
vych, former Commander-in-Chief of the U.P.A., and for having
refused to sign condemnations of the O.U.N.5.

It is proposed here to examine collectively a number of the more
important recent instances of this nationalist activity in terms of
their structure, membership, programme or aims, methods and results.
These various manifestations, although often related and possessing
some degree of overlap with respect to the individuals involved, are
nevertheless quite self-contained in most aspects — their disparate
nature revealing the essentially non-organised and largely un-
coordinated character of the ‘movement’ as a whole, as compared
with the former O.U.N.

%) See e.g. Radyans’ka Ukraina, Kyiv, 2¢ April, 1959; Vil'na Ukraina, Lviv,
17, 21, 22 and 23 July, 1959; Trud, Moscow, 11 December, 1959, and Robitnycha
Hazeta, Kyiv, No. 925, 1859; The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XIII, No. 3, 1966, p. 80;
Visti z Ukrainy, Kyiv, 12 March, 1967; Vil'ne Zhyttya, 3 July, 1968; Khronika
tekushchikh sobytii, No. 5, 25 December, 1968, Possev-Verlag edition, Frankfurt,
p. 53; Khronika, No. 6, 28 February, 1969, Possev ed., pp. 62-3, and No. 8, 30 June,
1969, pp. 37-8; and Le Monde, Paris, 6 December, 1969.

1) A.B.N. Correspondence, Vol. XVIII, No. 5, 1967, p. 42.

5) See the 28 July, 1967 letter from Shukhevych-Berezynskyi to the Chairman
of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Ukrainian S.S.R. in Ukrains'ka
Dumka, London, Vol. XXIV, No. 8, 15 February, 1968; Vyzvolnyi Shlakh, London,
Vol. XXI, No. 3 (240), March, 1968, pp. 387-90; Anglo-Ukrainian News, London,
No. 26-27 Spring-Summer, 1968; A.B.N. Correspondence, Vol. XIX, No. 3, 1968,
pp. 25-8; The Ukrainian Quarterly, New York, Vol. XXIV, No. 3, 1968, pp. 206-
11; and East-West Digest, London, Vol. IV, No. 4, April 1968, pp. 116-7; S. Kara-
vans’kyi makes reference to it in his petition to the Chairman of the Ukrainian
Journalists Union, in A.B.N. Correspondence, Vol. XIX, No. 3, 1968, pp. 16-7.
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Specifically, the instances to be analysed will concern:

(a) three nationalist groups briefly active in the late 1950s and
early 1960s;

(b) a reported nationalist protest by a number of lawyers in 1964;

(¢) the Ukrainian intellectuals tried in 1966 and subsequent in
support of them;

(d) a further group active in the mid 1960’s;

(¢) the developments ensuing from the publication of Honchar's
novel ‘Sobor’, particularly those in Dnipropetrovsk in 1968.

In addition, a number of other, frequently individual, manifestations
of Ukrainian nationalism will be referred to insofar as they illustrate
aims or methods.

Structure and Scope

As was noted above, the nationalist movement in the Ukraine no
longer appears as a co-ordinated whole but has rather manifested
itself in a variety of forms, the structure of which may nevertheless
be usefully examined to reveal the shape of the entity at the present
time.

In at least four known instances, the nationalist aspirations have
in fact taken on a formally organised character, albeit of a rather
piecemeal type. Variously these were known as the United Party for
the Liberation of the Ukraine (1958-9), the Ukrainian Workers’ and
Peasants’ Union (1959-60), the Ukrainian National Committee (7-1961)°
and the Ukrainian National Front (1964-1967)".

Kandyba claimed, with reference to these groups, that, “There are
many but smaller cases. .. in various regions of the Ukraine”®, while
Lukyanenko referred directly not only to the Ukrainian National
Committee, but also to a group of six from the Khodoriv region who
were tried in Lviv in 1962 (one of whom, Mykhailo Protsiv, was

8) Information on these three is to be found almost exclusively in an appeal
from Ivan O. Kandyba, a member of the Ukrainian Workers’ and Peasants’
Union, to the First Secretary of the Communist Party of Ukraine (in which
Kandyba cites his own case, his appeal against sentence and its rejection, and
calls for a review of the case). The letter itself was undated, but was written
not earlier than 1966, as that date is mentioned in reference to events. See the
full text in Suchasnist’, Munich, Vol. 12, December 1967, pp. 49-71; or in The
Ukrainian Review, Vol. XV, No. 4, 1968, pp. 2-23. A short extract appeared in
The Times, London, 7 February 1968.

A few other details of the investigation, trial and imprisonment are given in
the May 1967 appeal of Lev H. Lukyanenko to the Chairman of the Supreme
Soviet of the Ukrainian S.S.R., published in Ukrains’ka Dumka, Vol. XXIV,
Nos, 9, 10 and 11, 22 and 29 February, and 7 March, 1968; and in The Ukrainian
Review, Vol. XV, No. 4, 1968, pp. 24-36.

7) Apart from a brief report of arrests (see the Anglo-Ukrainian News, No. 26-
7, Spring-Summer, 1968), all detail on this case is to be drawn from a Samizdat
document on this group and other arrests of Ukrainians, published in The
Ukrainian Review, Vol. XVI, No. 2, 1969, pp. 9-12, from the original in the
March 1969 edition of Suchasnist’.

8) Kandyba appeal op. cit.,, The Ukrainian Review edition, p. 18.



executed)’, to the Mykola Apostol group of five sentenced by the
Ternopil oblast’ court in 1961, and to the Bohdan Hohus’ group of five
similarly sentenced in 1962 (with Hohus’ receiving the death penalty)™.

The documentation by Kandyba, provides only sparse indications
of their structure and but little of their emergence and size. The
United Party for the Liberation of the Ukraine (O.P.V.U.) is known
to have emerged for its brief existence in December 1958.
Organisationally, it appears to have been merely a small-scale,
formalised association of a number of Ukrainians localised in Ivano-
Frankivsk in the western Ukraine.

The organisation of which Kandyba himself was a member, the
Ukrainian Workers’ and Peasants’ Union (U.R.S.S.), while not only
in a somewhat different part of the western Ukraine (being centered
around Lviv), cast its membership net more widely to embrace
inhabitants of a number of other towns. Again small, the organisation
traced its origins, according to the trial charges referred to by
Kandyba, to the formation of the idea of a separate Ukraine in the
mind of Lev H. Lukyanenko (who, at the time of his arrest, worked
in Hlyniany district) in 1957. The latter was said to have then worked
in the Lviv area to this end and to have entered into a ‘criminal’
relationship with Stepan M. Virun (at the time of arrest, a staff
propagandist in the Radekhiv district party committee, Lviv oblast,
where Lukyanenko had previously worked, and quite close to the
latter’s subsequent area of Hlyniany), the two having formed the
organisation itself in February, 1959. Thereafter, the other members
were recruited, and, from the backgrounds of the accused, the
organisation would appear to have developed in roughly the following
manner: Vasyl S. Luts’kiv (from Pavliv, in Radekhiv district) worked
in the same district as had Lukyanenko and as did Virun, with one
or the other of whom he presumably came into contact and was
thereby recruited. Oleksandr S. Libovych (working in the Lviv district
farming administration at the time of his arrest), on the other hand,
was in a position to travel and may thus have been able, along with
Lukyanenko and Virun, to maintain contact between Luts’kiv and
the two members in Lviv — Kandyba himself (an inhabitant of Lviv
and lawyer in Peremyshlyany) and Ivan Z. Kipysh (a worker in the
militia organs at Lviv at the time of arrest). Kandyba, in turn would
have had regular contact with the last known member of the group,
Tosyf Yu. Borovytskyi (working, like Kandyba, in Peremyshlyany).
In fact, at the retrial of the group in July, 1961, it was claimed that
Kandyba had recruited Borovytskyi, although, in reply, the former
pointed out that the court had not claimed that Borovytskyi had been
a member but merely a recipient of the group’s programme. A further
person, Kozyk, who was referred to, in the findings of the retrial, as

%) Lukyanenko appeal op. cit.,, The Ukrainian Review edition, p. 26.
10) Ibid., p. 27.



a recruitee of Kandyba's, was declared by the latter to have had
nothing to do with the case.

On the structure of the group itself once decided upon, Kandyba,
in his appeal, denied the organisational finality of the movement at
the time of the arrests, declaring it to have been merely contemplated.
He further claimed that no oaths had been taken and no fees paid,
that no established discipline existed, and no leading body or post had
been created. Everyone was free in all respects. He claimed that even
the programme had not yet been finally formulated, and that Lukya-
nenko, Virun, Luts’kiv, Kandyba and Mpykola Vashchuk (who was
studying at a higher party school and who denounced the group to
the K.G.B.) had come together in Kandyba's flat to establish the
permanent structure (and to discuss the draft programme) — notes on
the meeting subsequently being drawn up by Lukyanenko. As a result
of the discussions, a second meeting was planned for 22 January,
1961, to finalise the changes suggested for the programme, and
thereby formally establishing the organisation and binding its
members. While these statements may be true, and certainly they
provided Kandyba with a form of defence, it is clear that a group
existed, consisting of like-minded persons who were fully aware of
the community of their thoughts — this Kandyba did not deny,
although his appeal was apparently rejected.

As for the structure of the Ukrainian National Committee (UNK),
little or nothing is known save that it was again a localised group in
the West Ukraine, specifically formed among factory workers in Lviv.

The final formal organisation to appear, the Ukrainian National
Front, while at present sparsely documented, has revealed something
of its structural and organisational aspects. It appears to have been
organised, again in the West Ukraine, among a small group, towards
the end of 1964, actually becoming active from 1965. The leader and
organiser, who subsequently took on the main responsibility for its
activities on his arrest, was Dmytro Kvetsko. Vasyl’ Diak was also
reported as having taken part in its formation. Presumably the other
seven known members were subsequently recruited.

Besides these varying degrees of formal organisation, the movement
has been characterised for the most part by the appearance of a
number of largely ad hoc, unorganised, expressions of nationalist
aspirations. There have variously been the minimal organisation level
found in the petitions and appeals of a group of lawyers of 1964, and
those concerned with the charges and trials of 1965-6; and the almost
independent, individual manifestations, related only by a common
cause, as were found in the case of those arrested in 1965 and in the
Dnipropetrovsk case of 1968, where expressions of nationalist views,
while probably in no sense unconscious, may have been put forward
with a variety of levels of discretion and virulence.

As a result of the more or less simultaneous nature of the arrests
over a wide area of the Ukraine, the complexity of the case, and the
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extensive documentation, something must briefly be said of the back-
ground to the 1965 arrests and the subsequent response to them.

A number of events were, in all likelihood, set in motion by the
speech of Ivan Dzyuba, the literary critic, on 10 January, 1965, at
the Republican Building of Literature in Kyiv'!, commemorating the
birth of Vasyl Symonenko, the young Ukrainian poet who died in
1963; and by the publication of Symonenko’s diary and some of his
poems in the West'". As a consequence of quite openly nationalist
sentiments in some of his writings'®, Symonenko has become some-
thing of a focal point for some nationalist adherents and many
younger Ukrainians.

The outcome was the detention probably of Dzyuba and certainly
of his friend, accomplice and fellow critic, Ivan Svitlychnyi, while
almost simultaneously, around September, 1965, a wave of similar
arrests of Ukrainian intellectuals took place over wide areas of the
country, including Kyiv, Odessa, Lviv, Lutsk, Ternopil, Ivano-
Frankivsk and Feodosiya'®. These formed but part of a more wide-
spread cultural repression by the new leadership of the country, the
effects of which were shortly to be witnessed in Moscow at the
celebrated trial of Sinyavsky and Daniel, the difference being that
many of the arrested in the Ukraine were to be specifically charged
as Ukrainian bourgeois nationalists.

With regard to the nature of the persons so arrested, the subsequent
documentation on the cause'® has given little indication that they in
any way comprised a distinct group. Indeed, comparatively few
connections appear to have existed directly between individuals, who
lived variously in the towns already cited, although a number of them
did in fact live in the same towns at the time of arrest. Indeed, apart
from Dmytro Ivashchenko (from Lutsk), Mykhaylo Masyutko (Feodo-
siya), Anatoliy Shevchuk (Zhytomyr) and Svyatoslav Karavansky

11) See East West Digest, Vol. III, No. 3, 1967, p. 70. The speech was published
in full, ibid., pp. 73-9, and in The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XIV, No. 1, 1967,
pp. 43-9. In this, Dzyuba said of Symonenko’s national idea: “It is real for us
today, and it represents the concept of a fully sovereign state and cultural
existence for the Ukrainian socialist nation”.

12) See Suchasnist’, January, 1965, pp. 13-18. The authenticity of the document
was confirmed by Symonenko’s mother.

13) See for instance that quoted in Dzyuba’s speech, op. cit.

14) See below under Results.

15) The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XIII, No. 4, 1966, p. 90.

16) Principally the collection of materials compiled by Vyacheslav Chornovil
originally published in the West, in Ukrainian, as Lykho z Rozumu (Portrety
Dvadtsyaty ‘Zlochyntsiv’), Paris, 1967; and subsequently published, along with
appeals by Chornovil to the Public Prosecutor of the Ukrainian S.S.R. et al.,
and to the First Secretary of the CP of Ukraine as The Chornovil Papers,
McGraw-Hill, Toronto and London, 1968. The materials received considerable
attention in the press at the time of publication: see The Times, 7 February,
1968; The Observer, 11 February, 1968; The New Statesman, 23 February, 1968;
The Sunday Telegraph, 25 August, 1968; and The Economist, 25 January, 1969.
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(Odessa), the geographical distribution of others known to have been
involved was as follows:'"

Kyiv: Lviv:
Ya. Hevrych I. Hel’
M. Hryn' B. Horyn’
Ye. Kuznetsova M. Horyn’
0. Martynenko M. Zvarychevs’ka
I. Rusyn Ye. Menkush
1. Dzyuba M. Osadchy
I. Svitlychny Baturyn
Morhun Kosiv
Vorbut Sadovs'ka
O. Horyn’
Ivano-Frankivsk: Ternopil:
P. Zalyvakha I. Hereta
V. Moroz M. Chubaty
M. Ozerny
Ivanyshyn

Whether any mutual awareness of the presence of others existed
is not always clear.

Similarly, some of the figures were subsequently tried together:
Kuznetsova, Martynenko, and Rusyn in Kyiv, 21-5 March, 1966';
Ivashchenko and Moroz in Volyn oblast’ court, January 1966'; the
Horyn’ brothers, Osadchy and Zvarychevs’ka in Lviv, April 1966
(Masyutko was tried in the same case, although he was, according to
Chornovil, dealt with separately)®; and Hereta, from Ternopil,
appeared as a witness at the trial of Ozerny in Ivano-Frankivsk®, and
although it is clear that the two had had contact prior to arrest®,
the prosecutor in the Ozerny case was reported to have stated that,
“The cases of Ozerny, Hereta, and so forth are isolated instances’*.

Pre-arrest contacts between a number of the others may be
established from the available data. For instance, Ivashchenko and
Moroz at one stage worked together at the Lutsk Pedagogical
Institute®, while Ivashchenko wrote from prison to N. Svitlychna®,
as did Zalyvakha®. The latter’s letters from the prison camp reveal

17) From details in, V. Chornovil, The Chornovil Papers.

18) Chornovil’s appeal to the Public Prosecutor of the Ukrainian S.S.R. et al. in
The Chornovil Papers, p. 40.

19) Ibid., p. 32.

20) Ibid., p. 60.

21) Ibid., pp. 25 and 24.

22) Ibid., p. 46.

23) Ibid., p. 35.

24) See the biographical data in The Chornovil Papers, pp. 131 and 150.

25) See the text of the letter, ibid., pp. 131-3.

2¢8) Ibid., p. 124.



a number of other links, being addressed to I. Svitlychny (his “dear
friend”) — letters in which other friends of Svitlychny’s, presumably
among the inmates of Camp 11 in Mordovia, were said to convey
their greetings®, and in which Zalyvakha sent thanks and greetings
to Dzyuba* — and also to V. Chornovil (although it is not entirely
clear from the information available whether the two were previously
acquainted)®. Thus a pattern of contacts appears as follows:

Zaly‘-'a‘kha\‘\ Ivashchenko «—3=}Moroz and others
4 SVitlyCI/
Dzyuba and
Svitlychna

-3 Personal and epistolary
contact.

Closer contacts were clearly established in the post-trial situation,
for M. Horyn’ and Osadchy journeyed together to their camp of
detention®, while Moroz, Karavans'ky, M. Horyn’ and Masyutko were
reportedly all placed in the camp prison in December 1966 for writing
complaints to higher authorities®, and a November 1966 letter from
Hevrych gave details of Zalyvakha, B. Horyn’, Ozerny, Hel’, Osadchy,
Masyutko, and Moroz*.

Nevertheless, on the whole, one is inclined to agree with Chornovil’s
assessment that, “in various regions of Ukraine, there were arrests of
a large group of people, the majority of whom were not acquainted
with one another and were not in any way associated’”®.

It was, furthermore, subsequently reported that a number of
Ukrainian writers and scientists had lent their support to the accused
by interceding on their behalf*, while Dzyuba himself was similarly

27) Ibid., p. 120.

28) Ibid., p. 124.

20) Ibid., p. 125.

30) Ibid., p. 99.

31) See Zalyvakha’s letter to Svitlychny in The Chornovil Papers, p. 126.
Chornovil’'s own data on Moroz (ibid., p. 151) rather surprisingly named L.
Lukyanenko rather than Karavans'ky as one of the offenders — certainly an
interesting alliance, but not altogether improbable, since a May 1967 appeal
by Lukyanenko to the Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the Ukrainian S.S.R.,
gave his address not merely as Camp 11 (the same as that of the others) but
also as the Central Isolator (The Ukrainian Review, Vol, XV, No. 4, 1968, p. 36).
It seems possible therefore that both were so interned.

32) In V. Chornovil, The Chornovil Papers, p. 99.

33) In his appeal to the Ukrainian Public Prosecutor et al., loc. cit., p. 20.

3) See The New Statesman, 16 December, 1966, and A.B.N. Correspondence,
Vol. XVIII, No. 5, 1967, p. 12. Chornovil (in The Chornovil Papers, pp. 2, 4-5, 80

"



reported to have protested at the arrests®. Other demonstrations of
protest and solidarity with the accused by young people followed
at the court during the trials in Kyiv and Lviv®.

There was, however, a further protest, which was eventually to
have profound effects on the documentation of these cases. This took
the form of an open, collective, appeal of 27 September, 1966 (to the
editorial board of the journal Perets, to the Central Committee of the
Ukrainian Communist Party, to the editor of Radyans’ka Ukraina, to
the Union of Soviet Writers, to the editor of Literaturna Ukraina, and
to the Union of Ukrainian Journalists)®” from three journalists —
V. Skochok, Vyacheslav Chornovil and L. Sheremetyeva — who were
working at the Ukrainian Academy of Science. These latter, whilst
specifically defending Dzyuba from the attack of Perets, defend the
freedoms of Ukrainian literature and culture, and backed his “Inter-
nationalism or Russification”®.

]

and 90), and Dzyuba (in his appeal to the First Secretary of the CP of Ukraine,
attached to and published along with his Internationalism or Russification,
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1968, p. 2), referred to enquiries, intercessions
and appeals to the highest Ukrainian authorities concerning the arrested,
specifically naming the following as having called for an open trial and
publicity on the case:

Lenin prize winner — M. Stel’'makh, Shevchenko prizewinners — A. Malyshko
and H. Mayboroda — Signatories of an enquiry to the Central Committee of
the CP of Ukraine.

Aireraft designer — O. Antonov, Film Producer — S. Paradzhanov, Composers
— P, Mayboroda and V. Koreyko, Writers — L. Serpilin, L. Kostenko and
I. Drach.

Chornovil also referred among others, to an appeal to the Chairman of the
K.G.B. of the Ukrainian S.S.R. from 78 persons (writers, scientists, students and
workers) seeking to be present at the trials of their friends, acquaintances and
relations (The Chornovil Papers, p. 4).

Other individual appeals included the April 1966 telegram of N. Svitlychna
to the 23rd Congress of the CPSU on behalf of her brother (see Chornovil’s
appeal to the Ukrainian Public Prosecutor in V. Chornovil, The Chornovil
Papers, p. 5, and Ukrains’ke Inteligentsiya pid Sudom KGB, Munich, 1970, pp.
190-1).

35) See protest letter by V. Chornovil et al. to the journal Perets — sources
cited in footnote 37 below — in The Ukrainian Review, edition, pp. 35 and
38; and Dzyuba’s appeal to the First Secretary of the CP of Ukraine, loc. cit.,
pp. 2-8, and details thereof in Anglo-Ukrainian News, No. 26-7, 1968 — in which
he stated: “every day more and more people will, in various ways, here and
everywhere, in this or that way, express their dissatisfaction with many aspects
of the present-day nationality policy. They continue to care about the fate of
Ukrainian culture, the Ukrainian nation, and will search for the ways and
means to improve the existing state of affairs”.

36) The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XIII, No. 4, 1966, page 92; and V. Chornovil,
The Chornovil Papers, pp. 2, 41-2 and 80.

37) Text in Ukrains’ke Slovo, Paris, 22 October, 1967, and in Shliakh Peremohy,
No. 43, 29 October, 1967; No. 44, 5 November, 1967; and No. 45, 12 November,
1967. Also published in Ukrains’ka Dumka, Nos. 47, 48 and 498, 1967; A.B.N.
Correspondence, Vol. XIX, No. 2, 1968, pp. 23-9; and The Ukrainian Review,
Vol. XV, No. 3, 1968, pp. 32-9.

38) Op. cit. See also The Daily Telegraph, 27 June, 1968.
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Chornovil (an ex-Komsomol official, before he became a journalist)®®
who attended two of the trials, as a correspondent of Radio Kyiv
(being called as a witness at the closed trial in Lviv of four of the
intellectuals — M. and B. Horyn', M. Osadchy and M. Zvarychevska
— but refusing on the grounds that a closed trial was illegal), followed
up this petition with the open appeal of his own to the Public
Prosecutor, the Chairman of the Supreme Court and the Chairman
of the K.G.B. of the Ukrainian S.S.R.; and with a further note of
22 May, 1967, to the First Secretary of the CP of Ukraine, P. Yu.
Shelest, in which he again came out in defence of the imprisoned
intellectuals (centring his attack on the illegality of the trials on the
basis of constitutional provisions)*.

Apart from the collective letter of the three journalists (itself
only a loosely structured group manifestation), these pre-trial,
trial and immediate post-trial appellants appeared as non-organised
sympathisers. Later appeals (concerning both these trials and the
subsequent one of Chornovil) to the Ukrainian authorities, including
Shelest (the link-man with the central Soviet authorities, in his
capacity as a national Politburo member), illustrated a similarly loose
structure, the appellants primarily being united only with respect to
their joint signature of one of the three known petitions*.

39) For biographical details of Chornovil, see A.B.N. Correspondence, Vol. XIX,
No. 3, 1968, pp. 29-30; and The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XV, No. 1, 1968, pp. 3-4,
which shows him to have protested at the arrests in 1965.

40) The texts of these appeals have variously appeared in full in Suchasnist’,
October, 1967; Shliakh Peremohy, No. 45, 12 November, 1967; Vyzvolnyi Shliakh,
London, Vol. 20, No. 11-12, 1967; and in V. Chornovil, The Chornovil Papers,
pp. 2-75. Extracts have also appeared in Anglo-Ukrainian News, No. 24-5, 1967
(appeal to Shelest); Ukrains’ka Dumka, Vol, XXIII, No. 49, 30 November, 1967
(appeal to the Public Prosecutor); A.B.N. Correspondence, Vol, XIX, No. 1, 1968,
pp. 4-8 (appeal to Public Prosecutor); The Ukrainian Bulletin, New York, Vol.
XXI, No. 3-4, 1968 (appeal to Shelest); The Times, 7 February, 1968 (appeal to
Shelest); The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XV, No. 3, 1968, pp. 25-31 (appeal to the
Public Prosecutor); and Problems of Communism, Washington, Vol. XVII, No. 4,
1968, pp. 73-82. See also The New York Times, 8, 9 & 10 February, 1968; and
L’Est Européen, Problémes Actuelles-Notes Historiques, Paris, No. 69, January,
1968.

41) The three were:

a) Appeal of April 1968, from 139 persons, to the General Secretary of the
CPSU, the Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, and the Chairman of
the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet (text in The Ukrainian Review,
Vol. XV, No. 4, 1968, pp. 27-9 and 97; see also The New York Times, 3 May,
1968; and The Economist, 25 January, 1969).

b) Appeal of May-June, 1968, from four persons, to the First Secretary of the
CP of Ukraine, with copies to the Chairman of the KGB of Ukraine, the
Chairman of the Writers’ Union of Ukraine, the Chairman of the Artists’ Union
of Ukraine, the Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
Ukrainian S.S.R. and two deputies (text in The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XVI,
No. 1, 1969, pp. 43-5).

¢) Appeal of July (?) 1968 from five persons in response to Literaturna
Ukraina article of 16 July, 1968 against the 139 in (a) for defending the
condemned intellectuals (text in The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XVI, No. 4, 1969,
pp. 66-7).
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However, although the three appeals were essentially protests at
the conduct and procedure of the trials (or, in one case, at the press
reaction to the first petition), indications of some sympathy with the
defendants were to be found in the texts*, a likelihood reinforced by
the overlapping participation of the signatories and the presence
among them of Ivan Dzyuba. In fact, Dzyuba and the poetess Lina
Kostenko signed all three, while Svitlychny, Yevhen Sverstiuk
(litterateur), Mykhailyna Kotsiubyns'ka (literary historian) and Viector
Nekrasov (the writer) were signatories of two. It is thus highly
probable that Dzyuba, Kostenko and, at least, Svitlychny, constituted
the hard-core motivating force of the petitions, acting in concert in
a campaign, albeit informally structured, but with distinct links with
those arrested.

Not unlike the 1965-6 incidents, the Dnipropetrovsk case appears
to have involved a number of isolated, or at most loosely connected,
individuals, primarily sharing in common their residence in the
Dnipropetrovsk region. Briefly, the case arose out of the publication
of Oles’ Honchar’s novel “Sobor” (The Cathedral)®® which, after initial
praise®, became the subject of a mass reversal of the former policy
line and the target of attack for its defence of the historical past
against the present®.

Thereupon anyone coming to the support of, or expressing favour-
able attitudes towards, the novel and the issues it raised, laid them-

42) See below under Grievances and Programme.

43) In which the hero is eventually killed in a struggle for a Ukrainian
cathedral (a symbol for Ukrainian national culture) being pulled down by
the state.

44) It was acclaimed by a reader of Vitchyzna, the literary journal in which
it appeared in January 1968; was favourably reviewed by L. Novychenko in
Literaturnaya Gazeta, 20 March, 1968; and by the Dnipropetrovsk local paper
Zoria and Prapor Yunosti, et al. — see the open letter from Young Creative
Intellectuals in Dnipropetrovsk to the Chairman of the Council of Ministers
of the Ukrainian S.S.R., Shcherbyts’kyi; to Alternate Member of the Politburo
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine, Ovcharenko; and
to the Secretary of the Writers’ Union of Ukraine, Pavlychko, in Suchasnist’,
February 1969; and in The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XVI, No. 3, 1969, pp. 46-52
(specifically p. 46). This letter was probably written at the end of 1968 — see
review in Radio Liberty, Russification and Socialist Legality in the Dnipro-
petrovsk Area, Research Paper USSR/39, Munich, 10 March, 1968. See other
details in Khronika Tekushchikh Sobytiy, No. 7, 30 April, 1969, Possev edition
pp. 16-17 and No. 10, 30 October, 1969, ibid., p. 17.

45) The turnabout in Dnipropetrovsk, having proceeded from a conference of
secretaries of local Party branches in that region (see the open appeal of Young
Creative Intellectuals, loe. cit. — page references being henceforth to The
Ukrainian Review edition — p. 46), included three critical reviews and support-
ing letters in Zoria (ibid., p. 47), a ban on the celebration of Honchar's fiftieth
birthday, at Dnipropetrovsk University, along with a similar ban on debate of
“Sobor” (ibid., p. 47). Copies of the novel were also reported to have been seized
from a bookshop in Kharkiv by Komsomol members and destroyed in the
streets to the tune of anti-Ukrainian slogans before an inactive militia, while
other meetings condemned the work for its negative descriptions and idealisa-
tion of the past — The Ukrainian Bulletin, Vol. XXI, No. 13-6, 1968.
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selves open to punitive sanctions*, and “Sobor” was described by
a regional Party secretary as a “Whirlpool around which everything
that is ideologically harmful and hostile to our reality is rallying
itself”¥". Exaggerated as this may have been, it is clear that a
considerable number of individuals became the subject of various
recriminations on these grounds®, while the authors of the appeal
showed sympathy for their cause by uniting to express concern at
the treatment of the latter.

This case thus illustrated both the non-organised and loosely
organised aspects from the range of forms taken on by Ukrainian
nationalism — aspects at the opposite end of a continuum from the
formally organised conspiratorial form, and representing a microcosm
of the lack of organisation in the movement as a whole.

Membership

The nature of the membership, or at least those known to have been
involved, in these various nationalistic manifestations, reveals a
considerable degree of continuity and community of type, while
indicating a wider basis to various nationalist aspirations than has
previously been attributed to them.

Although Szamuely has drawn a comparison that, “Whereas the
national movement of the 1940’s acquired most of its impetus, together
with its leaders, from the western regions — the historical Galicia —
which had never been part of the Russian Empire and regarded all
things Russian with incomprehension and hatred, the present genera-
tion of nationalist Ukrainian intellectuals are products of a Soviet
education and of a newly homogeneous Ukrainian nation”®, it is felt
by the present writer that this is not a very meaningful analogy,
comparing as it does, two different factors — that is, west Ukrainian
backgrounds and Soviet education. Indeed, it remains true that a very
large proportion of those persons under investigation here were born
and/or worked in the western areas of the Ukraine, an area which,
moreover, in addition to the features cited by Szamuely, had not had
a pre-war experience of communist rule, a factor which may go some
way towards explaining the anti-communist or non-socialist/com-
munist content of the programmes of some of the groupings from
the area®. Furthermore, of the six, from the group actually arrested
in 1965, who were domiciled in Kyiv, three are known to have had

46) Open Appeal, loc. cit., p .47,
47) Ibid., p. 47.
48) Ibid., pp. 47-8.

49) T. Szamuely, “The Resurgence of Ukrainian Nationalism”, in The Reporter,
reprinted in Interstate, Aberystwyth, No. 5, 68/69, p. 317.

50) See below under Grievances and Programme.
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their origins in the western Ukraine®, and the lawyers involved in
the 1964 case were reportedly drawn from Kyiv and Lviv®3,

Nevertheless, it is significant that a considerable number of
nationalistic aspirations appear to have been voiced in other areas —
notably in Kyiv (by at least three of the 1965 group, who had their
origins in the north-east or east Ukraine®® — including Dzyuba, from
the Donbas®, and in Dnipropetrovsk.

The extreme nature of the claims or demands made does appear to
vary to some extent (as will be seen) with the geographical factor —
complete secession or a non-communist regime being advocated
seemingly exclusively in the west, on the basis of the available
information.

As for the nature of the support for the various claims in the
different manifestations, background data on the individuals involved
is assembled in the tables below from which a number of general
conclusions can be drawn:

Table 1: Members of the United Party for the Liberation of
Ukraine — 1958-9

Date
Name of Education Occupation
Birth
Bohdan Harmatiuk 1939 | Specialised secondary | Construction technician
Yarema S. Tkachyk 1933 Secondary Turner
Bohdan I. Tymkiv 1935 | Incomplete higher Student
Myron Ploshchak 1932 ? Worker
Ivan I. Strutynskyi 1937 Secondary Conductor of factory
amateur choir
Mykola Yurchyk 1933 ? Worker
Ivan Konevych 1930 2 Worker

Source: Kandyba’s appeal, loc. cit.

51) V. Chornovil, The Chornovil Papers, pp. 97, 116 and 161.

52) Ibid., pp. 133 and 137.

53) See biographical details on cover of Internationalism or Russification.

54) The Ukrainian Review, Vol. XII, No. 3, 1965, p. 17. Indeed, the lawyers of
Lviv have gained something of a reputation as innovators — see, on the guestion
of administrative responsibility, D. D, Barry, The Specialist in Soviet Policy-
Making: The Adoption of a Law, Soviet Studies, Vol. XVI, No. 2, 1964, pp. 155
and 160.
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Table 2: Members of

the Ukrainian Workers’ and

Peasants’ Union

1959-60
Date Eruca- Occup- Party
Name of Origin tion Family| ation Member-
Birth ship
Ivan O. Kandyba 1930 | Peasant | Higher Single | Lawyer —
Lev G. Lukyanenko 1927 | Peasant | Higher Marr-
ied Lawyer X
Stepan M. Virun 1932 | Peasant | Un- Marr- | Party
finished ied propa-
higher gand- X
ist
Oleksandr S. Libovych |1935 | Peasant | Higher Marr- | Agric.
ied specia- —
list
Vasyl S. Lutskiv 1935 | Peasant | 9th grade | Single | Club
manag- X
er
Yosyp Yu. Borovnytskyi| 1932 | Worker | Higher Prosec-
utor’s
invest- X
igator
Ivan Z. Kipysh 1923 | Peasant | 8th grade | Marr- | Milit-
ied iaman —
Source: Kandyba’s appeal, loc. cit.
-
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Table 3: Members of the Ukrainian National Committee — 1961

Name Date of Education Occupation
Birth
Ivan T. Koval Young ? Worker
Bohdan Hrytsyna Young 7 Worker
Volodymyr Hnot ? ? Locksmith at Polytechnic
Institute
Roman Hurnyi 1939 ? Factory worker
Hryhorii Zelymash ? ? Kolkhoz worker
Oleksii Zelymash ? ? Kolkhoz worker
Melekh ? Higher Philologist
Vasyl Kondrat Young o ?
Kurylo )
Mashtaler
Stepan Soroka
Pokora
Yovchyk Mainly workers
Kaspryshyn L from
Mynko Lviv factories
Tehyvets
Mykola Melnychuk
Khomiakevych

+ two others

Source: Kandyba’s appeal, loc. cit.

Table 5: Others subsequently detained in the 1965 case

Name [ Occupation at time of detention
Ivanyshyn Physical education teacher in village, Ivano-
Frankivsk oblast’
Baturyn Book-keeper of Lviv Regional Consumers’
Cooperative
Kosiv Head of literary institute, Lviv University
Sadovs’ka Engineer in Lviv Project Institute
Morhun Artist of Franko Theatre, Kyiv
Perediyenko Electrician
Ol’ha Vorbut (or Vorbst) | Student at Kyiv University
Ol'ha Horyn’ ? from Lviv

N. Svitlychna

(Ivan Svitlychnyi's sister, from Donetsk)

Source: Chornovil’'s appeal to the Ukrainian Public Prosecutor, loc. cit.
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