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NOTE ON
TRANSLITERATION

THE sysTEM used in this study for the transliteration of Ukrainian
and Russian words is that employed by the Library of Congress,
except that the diacritical marks used there to indicate the sub-
stitution of two English letters to represent one Ukrainian or
Russian letter have been omitted. For ease in reading, Russian
and Ukrainian words appearing in the text have been given Eng-
lish plurals (i.e., they end in “s”). Consequently, an exception
to the usual scheme of transliteration has been made in the case
of the word oblast (a major territorial administrative unit in
the Soviet Union). The apostrophe which would ordinarily be
used to indicate the “sott sign” following the “t” in Russian, has
been omitted altogether, because the "'s”" in the plural preceded
by an apostrophe could easily be confused with the English
genitive,

When common English equivalents of Ukrainian and Russian
first names exist, these equivalents have been used in the text.
The monastic names of members of the Ukrainian ecclesiastical
hierarchies have been given in the Latin or Greek forms familiar
to Western readers, except in the case of names derived [rom
Slavic saints. In the case of both lay and ecclesiastical authors, the
Russian and Ukrainian forms of the first, or monastic, names
have been given when referring to their works: but when an
author so cited has been mentioned in the text as well, the Eng-
lish equivalent of his name is placed in parentheses after the first
citation of each of his works.
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persons and institutions, At the same time, of course, I alone
must take full responsibility for all conclusions and opinions
expressed.

Foremost among those to whom I am indebted is Philip E.
Mosely, Director of the Rusian Institute, Columbia University.
From the beginning of my study until its completion, Professor
Mosely was my constant guide and counselor. Without his en-
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To the other faculty and staff members of the Russian Institute
I am also most gratetul, not only for specific assistance but for
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invaluable advice.

For the financial assistance which made 1t possible for me to
undertake the travel necessary in connection with my research
and to devote an uninterrupted year to the project, I am indebted
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Area Research Training Fellowship for 1952-53.

It is impossible within the compass of this preface to mention
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or personal recollections.
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I. THE EMERGENCE OF
NATIONALISM

DurinG the summer and autumn of 1941 the German armies
rolled across the plains of the Ukraine; by November the entire
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic was in their hands. Observ-
ers everywhere were aware of the significance of the conquest of
this huge area with its thirty-five million inhabitants. The agri-
cultural wealth of the Ukraine, famous as the “granary of the
USSR,” the gigantic industrial complex of the Donets basin, and
the rich mineral deposits were weighed in appraising the loss of
the Soviet Union and the gain of Germany. While the political
effects of the conquest received less attention at the time, in some
ways they were even more important than the economic effects.
While there is a tradition of separate political development in
the Ukraine,! modern nationalism—the doctrine that persons
of a distinctive culture should constitute an independent state—
came late to the area. To a close observer, the first stirrings of
nationalism among educated groups in the Ukraine would have
been apparent early in the nineteenth century, and by the middle
of that century Taras Shevchenko, the greatest name i1n Ukrain-
ian literature, was giving poetic expression to nationalist aspira-
tions. It was considerably later, however, that definitely political
organizations were formed to establish the claim of the Ukraine
to nationhood.? For the student of contemporary politics, it 1s
precisely this late emergence of Ukrainian nationalism which
*The term “Ukraine” is used throughout this study (except in cases when
another meaning is clearly implied) to refer to the territory comprised in the
Ukrainian SSR in 1945. Essentially the same area (with the exception of the
Carpatho-Ukraine, which is discussed briefly at several points in this study) was
included in the Ukrainian SSR in 1941. This territory corresponds fairly closely—
except, as noted in Chapter XI, in the east—to the Ukrainian “ethnographical”
territory, the area in which the indigenous population speaks Ukrainian.

% John S. Reshetar, The Ukrainian Revolution, 1917-1920: A Study in National-
ism (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1952), p. 12.
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endows it with peculiar interest. Few subjects are of greater im-
portance for the understanding of the political forces shaping
contemporary society than the interaction of nationalism, in its
numerous manifestations, and socialism, in its divergent branches.
Ukrainian nationalism is especially significant in this regard be-
cause it took form at the same time that Marxian socialism became
influential as an ideology in the Russian Empire. As Ukrainian
nationalism acquired definitely political aims and the dominant
element of Russian Marxism took on the political form of Soviet
Communism, the interrelationship between these two forces be-
came increasingly complex.

This circumstance, together with the intrinsic importance of
Ukrainian nationalism as a force directed toward securing the
support of one fifth of the population of the Soviet Union,?® ap-
pears to justify a detailed study of Ukrainian nationalism, even
though it has never attained its primary aim, the establishment
of a truly independent state. Moreover, the importance of the
interaction of nationalism and Communism suggests that the
study be focused upon that part of Ukrainian ethnographical
territory which between 1920 and 1941 was under Soviet control.
This region, commonly known as the “East Ukraine,” was sub-
jected to the full impact of the Soviet system prior to the period
covered in the present study, while the “West Ukraine” was
divided among non-Communist Poland, Rumania, and Czecho-
slovakia during most of the period between the two world wars.
While the East Ukraine is emphasized, the West Ukraine is also
considered at some length as the region in which nationalism was
most vigorous and as that which served as a base for nationalist
activities.

The present study is primarily political in theme, being di-
rected to nationalism as a movement aiming at the establishment
of an independent state. It is not limited to the political aspect
in the narrow sense of the term, however. Since the Ukrainian

*Frank Lorimer, The Population of the Soviet Union: History and Prospects
(Geneva: League of Nations, 1946) furnishes a comprehensive analysis of availabie
Soviet census information. Some non-Soviet analyses, based of course on consider-

able extrapolation of available data, place the Ukrainian portion of the population
of the USSR as high as one fourth.
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nationalists did not succeed in organizing a state apparatus, there
1s little scope for the study of constitutional or legal structures.
As will become apparent shortly, the nature of the various
nationalist ideologies makes intensive study of Ukrainian political
philosophy of limited value. Consequently, an effort has been
made to follow the approach sometimes described as the “soci-
ology of politics.” The history of the nationalist parties has been
traced and, insofar as possible, the diverse social elements of the
nationalist movement have been described.

Many efforts have been made to analyze the nature of national-
ism and to determine the sources of its vitality. None have been
entirely successful, for, like all dynamic movements which spread
far beyond their original habitats, nationalism has been colored
and transmuted by the varied milieus in which it has become
established. It i1s a problem of peculiar difficulty to determine
what has caused the movement to take root at all in many coun-
tries; this is especially true of the Ukraine. One of the most fre-
quent stimuli of the nationalist spirit 1s religion, but the estab-
lishment of a separate Ukrainian Orthodox hierarchy was the
result of growing nationalist feeling rather than its cause.* An-
other stimulus of nationalism is the existence of distinctive cus-
toms and ways of living. In addition to distinctive popular art
forms, which will be referred to later, there was a marked dif-
ference between the pre-1917 social organization of most Ukrain-
ian peasant communities and their Russian counterparts. The
people of the Ukraine, for example, did not usually follow the
predominant Russian system of “‘repartition,” or periodic redistri-
bution of farmlands, with all its implications of subordination
of the individual peasant to the community.’ In 1905, before this
people was generally recognized as a distinct nation, that shrewd
observer of the tsar's dominions, Mackenzie Wallace, made these

remarks:

¢ See Chapter VIIL . .
5 Cf. Geroid Tanquary Robinson, Rural Russia under the Old Regime: A History

of the Landiord-Peasant World and a Prologue to the Peasant Revolution of 1917
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1949), p. 35, on the comparative absence of
the practice of repartition.
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The city [Kiev—Kyiv]® and the surrounding country are, in fact,
Little Russian rather than Great Russian, and between these two
sections of the population there are profound differences—differences
of language, costume, traditions, popular songs, proverbs, folk-lore,
domestic arrangements, mode of life, and Communal organization. In
these and other respects the Little Russians, South Russians, Ru-
thenes, or Khokhly, as they are variously designated, differ from the
Great Russians of the North, who form the predominant factor in
the Empire, and who have given to that wonderful structure its essen-
tial characteristics. Indeed, if I did not fear to ruffle unnecessarily the
patriotic susceptibilities of my Great Russian friends who have a pet
theory on this subject, 1 should say that we have here two distinct
nationalities, further apart from each other than the English and the
Scotch. The differences are due, 1 believe, partly to ethnographical
peculiarities and partly to historical conditions.”

As Wallace observed, linguistic differences between the Ukrain-
ians and Russians were significant. The factor of language has
indeed been used very frequently as the decisive criterion for
distinguishing the two ethnic groups.® During the nineteenth
century a distinctive, though still evolving, Ukrainian literary
language arose based on the speech prevalent among the peas-
antry. This speech is a member of the East Slavic linguistic
group and therefore is closer to Russian than to any other major
language, although Russian 1s not readily understood by most of
the peasants. Russian was already established as the literary lan-
guage of the FEast Ukraine before literary Ukrainian became
prominent, however, and it continued to be familiar to nearly all
educated Ukrainians in the Soviet Union.

® The second form is the Ukrainian. Usually the place names cited in this study
are given in the forms generally used by the power which since 1945 has controlled
the area in which they are located. This means that places now in the USSR are
designated by the Russian forms, and the few now in Poland by Polish forms.
Where the Ukrainian name is different, it is given in parentheses after the first
citation. In a few cases (especially rivers) where another form is already familiar
to the English reader, this practice has not been followed, and in the case of the
city of Mariupol’ (Mariiupil’), which has recently been renamed Zhdanov, the old
name has been used.

" Sir Donald Mackenzie Wallace, Russia (New York: Henry Holt and Company,
1905), p. 347.

®In this study this general usage of referring to those who speak Ukrainian as
their native tongue as “Ukrainians” has been followed, although it should be
constantly kept in mind that use of the language in childhood does not necessarily

imply a belief in Ukrainian independence, or even a consciousness of national
distinctiveness,
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Fundamentally, though, it is not to the criteria of religion,
folkways, or language that the adherents of Ukrainian nationalism
have appealed; more basic has been the evocation of a common
historical tradition, the claim that the Ukrainian people, once great
and independent, had lost its heritage. In the Europe of the turn
of the century there were, to the superficial observer, two classes
of nations, those which were embodied in independent states and
those which were not.® Actually, the second group was almost as
sharply subdivided into the ‘“‘historic” nations, which had the
memory of having possessed within modern times a stable state
form, and those which were not so fortunate. Among the former
may be mentioned the Poles, whose republic had vanished only
a century previously, and the Czechs, who still preserved a vestige
of their ancient state in the Crown of Bohemia. For groups like
the Latvians, the Slovenes, and the inhabitants of the Ukraine,
however, no such obvious rallying points of statehood existed;
hence, the pages of history had to be searched to provide a
comparable symbol of unity.

Since it was vital to the emerging nation that its language and
its history be embodied in works which could inspire loyalty, it
was only natural that the leaders of the nationalist movement
should have been writers. The national poet Shevchenko has
already been mentioned, and he was but one of many writers,
such as Nicholas Kostomarov and John Franko. Historians,
headed by Michael Hrushevs'’kyi, who perhaps more than any
other deserves the title of father of Ukrainian nationalism, were
equally important.’® The early leaders of the movement were
almost without exception intellectuals—men more at home with
words than deeds—a fact which was to have great significance for
the future development of Ukrainian nationalism.

Part of the effort to stimulate the historical sense of the people
of the Ukraine centers around an endeavor to demonstrate that
their ethnic and spiritual ancestor was the people of Kievan
“Rus” and to deny that the Russians were descended from the
medieval state of Kiev. Much greater energy is devoted, however,

* This concept is expressed in Hugh Seton-Watson's Eastern Europe belween
the Wars, 1918-1941 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1946), pp. 268-69.
0 Cf. Reshetar, The Ukrainian Revolution, p. 9.
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to studying the Cossacks of the Zaporozhian Sich (the Stronghold
beyond the Rapids—of the Dnieper River) and to attempting to
show that their struggles with Poland and Russia were 1n fact
efforts to set up an independent Ukrainian state.!! In this con-
nection, the astonishing success against Poland of the seventeenth-
century Cossack leader Bohdan Khmel'nits’kyi, who led his armies
to the banks of the Vistula, is given special prominence. The sub-
sequent story of how Khmel'nits'’kyi became a vassal 1> of Moscow
in order to maintain his independence of Poland, and of how the
tsars then gradually absorbed his successors’ realm, furnishes
the chief historical basis for the allegation that union with the
Russians was forced upon the Ukrainians.

While it could in all probability never have taken root with-
out the existence of distinctive historical traditions, language, and
customs, modern Ukrainian nationalism developed in the nine-
teenth century in a dual imitative-defensive reaction to foreign
nationalisms. The German nationalist movement of the early nine-
teenth century, with its romantic emphasis on glorification of
the national past and the language and customs of the common
people, had a strong influence on nascent Ukrainian nationalism.
Moreover, within the Austro-Hungarian Empire a culturally ad-
vanced segment of the Ukrainian people was in close contact with
the intense nationalism of the Galician Poles. In Austrian Galicia
the Poles occupied a privileged position, constituting in eftect the
ruling class of the area, which had once been part of the Polish
kingdom. The Ukrainian-speaking half of the population of the
province had never lost all awareness of its distinctiveness, since
a considerable gap separates the Ukrainian and the Polish lan-
guages, and the ethnic division coincided with an ecclesiastical

1 Compare the proportion of space devoted to the two periods in easily available
histories by nationalist Ukrainians, such as Mykhailo (Michael) Hrushevs'kyi,
A History of the Ukraine, ed. O. ]. Frederiksen, Introduction by Professor George
Vernadsky (New Haven: Yale University Press, for the Ukrainian National Asso-
ciation, 1941), and Dmytro Doroshenko, History of the Ukraine, trans. Hanna
Keller (Edmonton, Alberta: The Institute Press, Ltd., 1939).

*The relationship of vassal is the one accepted by Hrushevs'kyi; see Pro stari
chasy na Ukraini (Concerning the Olden Days in the Ukraine) (Scranton, Penti-
sylvania: Narodna Vol'ia, 1916), pp. 90 ff. Less moderate Ukrainians and Russians

have described the agreement between Khmel'nits'’kyi and Moscow in sharply
contradictory terms.
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separation. The Poles were Latin Catholics, while the Ukrainians,
though also in obedience to the Pope, were nearly all of the Greek
(1.e., Byzantine-Slavonic) rite. Consequently, it is not surprising
that the ranks of the clergy provided a large proportion of the
awakeners of Galician Ukrainian national feeling. Most prom-
inent of such priests was Metropolitan Andrew Sheptyts’kyi. He
was the scion of a family which was counted among the Polish
nobility, but he felt himself to be Ukrainian; his career embraced
almost the entire span of Ukrainian nationalist activity, from the
turn of the century to the close of the period covered in this
study.!3

The reasons why a Ukrainian nationalist movement arose
within the Russian Empire are not so obvious. By the beginning
of the twentieth century, the great bulk of prominent men of
Ukraimian ethnic origin appear to have been Russified in culture
and feeling, even if they occasionally gave signs of remembering
that there were different cultural elements in their family back-
grounds.* That the Russian Empire could have carried out
such a large-scale assimilation 1s a tribute to the degree to which
it was supranational, avoiding the narrower concepts of ethno-
centrism. Although a strong current had set in since the sixties,
when N. T. Danilevskit’s Rossiia ¢ Evropa (Russia and Europe)
heralded the advent of Pan-Slavism based on ethnic Russian
hegemony, for many, especially for officials in the governing
bureaucracy, the rule of the tsars remained an expression of the
ecumenical tradition of empire, a “Third Rome,” but one which

1See Stepan (Stephen) Baran, Mytropolyt Andrei Sheptyts’kyi (Metropolitan
Andrew Sheptyts'kyi) (Munich: Vernyhora, Ukrains’ke Vydavnyche Tovarystvo,
1947), and II'ko Borschak (Elie Borschak—this author is better known by the
French form of his name), Un Prélat Ukrainien: Le Metropolite Cheptyckyj (1865-
1944) (Paris: Editions Franco-Ukrainiennes, 1946). The fact that the parish priests
of the Greek Catholic rite were allowed to marry meant that their nationalist
feeling could be passed on from generation to generation, a factor of considerable
significance in providing a continuing body of bearers of the “national ideal.”

4 Reshetar, The Ukrainian Revolution.

Two of the best Ukrainian sources for the period are Izaac Mazepa, Ukraina
v ohni i buri revoliutsit, 1917-1921 (The Ukraine in the Fire and Storm of the
Revolution, 1917-21), 3 vols. (Munich: Prometei, 1950-51), and Volodymyr
Vynnychenko, ¥Vidrodzhennia natsii: Istoriia ukrains’koi revoliulsii, marets’, 1917
r—hruden’, 1919 r. (The Rebirth of a Nation: A History of the Ukrainian
Revolution, March, 1917-December, 1919), 3 vols. (Vienna, 1920).
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based its authority on symbols of universality rather than national
exclusivism,15

The claims of the Russian Empire to acceptance, however,
were weakened by its failure to solve social questions. However
much cultural differences and historical memories may have con-
tributed to the formation of the Ukrainian nationalist movement,
it is difficult to conceive how it could have arisen had it not to a
large extent corresponded with a basic cleavage in the social
structure of the Ukraine. There, to an unusual degree, nationality
coincided with economic class. The Ukrainians were, with the
exception of a small intelligentsia, almost entirely peasants; the
landowners and officials were Poles or Russians, while the com-
mercial bourgeoisie was largely Jewish. Under such circumstances,
any nationalist movement was likely to become a class movement
as well, a movement whose leaders would stress agrarian reform
and liberation of the peasant from “exploiting” groups.

It was in this way, of course, that Ukrainian nationalism be-
came a rival of Communism. Basically, Communism!'® in the
Russian Empire in the period before and during the Revolution
of 1917, was a movement of townspeople. Both its ideology and
its practical possibilities induced 1t to seek especially the support
of the urban industrial workers, led and inspired by a group of
dissident intellectuals. The latter were drawn from all the nations
of the tsarist realm, but were predominantly Russian and Jewish.
The workers were predominantly Russian, and those few Ukrain-
1an laborers who had settled permanently in the cities prior to
1917 had for the most part become Russified in speech and con-
sciousness. But the Communist leadership, with its sharp insight
into the real social conditions of the country, realized that no
purely urban movement could succeed in a country four-fifths
peasant; hence, it sought, especially after the March Revolution

® An especially interesting treatment of this aspect of the Russian Empire is
presented by Hans Rothfels in Reich, Staat und Nation im deutsch-baltischen
Denken: Vortrag bei der dffentlichen Sitzung der Gelehrten Gesellschaft zu
Konigsberg am 12 Januar 1930, Schriften der Konigsberger Gelehrten Gesellschaft,
7. Jahr. Geisteswissenschaftliche Klasse, Heft 4 (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1930).

1 Actually the “Bolshevik” faction of the Social Democratic Party in Russia did
not adopt the designation “Communist” until 1917. To avoid confusion, however,
the latter term has been used throughout this study for the essentially continuous
movement.
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in 1917, through the instrumentality of the soviets, to draw the
villager into the revolutionary movement. At this point the Com-
munists encountered the opposition of the Ukrainian nationalists.
In the confusion and disorganization following the overthrow
of the tsar in March, the Ukrainian nationalists had been able
to pass from the stage of a quasi-legal group of parties, intent
primarily on arousing an attachment to cultural nationalism, to
a real, if shaky, political force. From the spring of 1917 to the
summer ot 1920, this force, though now no longer representing
a single “movement,” was able to maintain a series of Ukrainian
governments on the soil of the Ukraine.

It 1s no purpose of this study to detail the nature of these gov-
ernments which have been described elsewhere in comprehensive
fashion.!” For future reference, however, it is necessary at least
to list them. The first, formed in April, 1917, was known as the
Ukrainian Central Rada (rada means council and is the equivalent
of the Russian word soviet), but during the first months of its
activity it was really a semiautonomous administrative organ ad-
mitting the supremacy of the Provisional Government in Petro-
grad. Democratic and strongly socialist in 1ts 1deology, the Rada
was the creation of the leftist intellectual groups which had pre-
dominated in the national movement before the war. It declared
Ukrainian independence in January, 1918, but when it collided
with the demands of the Germans, who occupied the Ukraine in
February, 1918, the Rada was ousted. It was replaced by a quasi-
monarchial regime under a member of the landowning aristoc-
racy, Paul Skoropads'kyi, a descendant of a het’'man or chieftain
of the Zaporozhian Cossacks. After the armistice of November,
1918, this government, no longer supported by German troops,
fell, and was replaced by a new regime, known as the Ukrainian
People’s Republic (Ukrains’ka Narodna Respublika—UNR).
This government lasted nearly two years, but was subject to
exireme vicissitudes because of the strength of the Communist
effort to conquer the Ukraine, attempts of the White anti-Bol-
shevik armies to reincorporate it in Russia, and the desire of
Poland to extend her sphere of influence to the Dnieper. The
administration, known as the “Directory,” soon came under the

1" Reshetar, The Ukrainian Revolution.
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control of its most forceful member, Simon Petliura, who, through
his military command, acquired such fame in this period that
among the less educated elements of the Ukrainian population
his name has since been synonymous with the struggle for
national independence.

Because they represented a measure of stability, the successive
Ukrainian governments attracted the support of many persons
who desired a regime independent of Communism. To be sure,
many persons in the Ukraine who desired the establishment of a
firm authority supported the conservative military commands of
Denikin and Wrangel, the White generals. Before the latter be-
came prominent, however, the equally conservative authority of
the Het’'man attracted the support of a considerable section of the
upper classes of the tsarist society, including a number of military
officers.’® Once they had accepted the idea of an independent
Ukraine, several of the officers, like Generals Vsevolod Petriv and
Michael Omelianovych-Pavlenko, remained adherents of the na-
tionalist Ukrainian regime which succeeded Skoropads’kyi, and
were of valuable assistance because of their professional skill.*®
On the other hand, except for Skoropads’kyi’s group, the leader-
ship of Ukrainian nationalism remained predominantly in the
hands of intellectuals throughout the revolutionary period, and
even many of the Het'man's followers were writers and scholars.
The educated youth of the Ukraine was divided between those
who desired to join in the Bolshevik movement and those who
chose the way of a left-wing nationalism. Victor Prykhod’ko, a

¥ Ibid., pp. 158-59.

®» The biographies of these officers are extremely interesting because of the light
they throw on the process of Ukrainization of tsarist aristocrats. Thus General
Petriv had more Norwegian and Finnish than Ukrainian ancestry, but his family
had been settled in the Ukraine for several generations; it is said that “his
national consciousness was awakened” by association with ardently nationalist
Finnish and Swedish officers from the grand duchy of Finland while on duty in
Warsaw in 1904. Actually, the fact that the division of which he was chief of staff
when the October Revolution took place was 80 percent Ukrainian may have de-
cided him to throw in his lot with the national movement (cf. Za Ukrainu,
January 28, 1945, p. 2, and February 1, 1945, p. 2). Omelianovych-Pavlenko was
the son of a Don Cossack general and a Georgian princess, but being stationed
in Odessa when the Bolshevik Revolution took place, he joined the Ukrainians.
See Myroslav  Martynets’, “Gen.-Polk. M. Omelianovych-Pavlenko,” (Colonel-
General M. Omelianovych-Pavlenko), Visti Bratstva kol. Voiakiv 1. UD UNA,
August-September, 1952, p. 1).
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nationalist who lived through the period, describes the former as
persons who thought on a “planetary” level, desiring to solve
all the world’s problems at once and regarding the claims of na-
tional afhnity as “parochial.” One, his schoolmate, was Volodymyr
Zatons’kyi, who was later to become one of the most implacable
of Communist officials in the Ukraine. Even before the war, he,
according to the writer, refused to have anything to do with
Ukrainmian cultural activities, like the Prosvita [enlightenment]
society in the city of Kamenets-Podolsk (Kamianets-Podils’k),
where they were students: Rather, he associated with “foreigners,”
Russians and Jews, and was rapidly drawn into the revolutionary
socialist movement.?® The basis for a choice in this generation of
young intellectuals appears to have been chance, or the psycho-
logical make-up of the individual, which was reinforced increas-
ingly by the cumulative impact of associations formed after the
initial choice was taken. Thus by the time the revolutionary con-
flicts drew to a close the educated classes in the Ukraine were
deeply split. Even more divided was the real foundation of any
independence movement, the peasants. They—or at least those
who were somewhat more prosperous than the average—had
initially welcomed the Ukrainian governments. The increasing
impotence of the new regimes and their preoccupation with fac-
tional strife and unrealistic programs instead of practical measures
caused much indifference or disaffection among the peasants. In
the judgment of one of the ablest students of the revolutionary
period, however, the Ukrainian peasant preferred a nationalist
government to either a Red or a “White” administration sup-
porting a central regime.*!

That the Communists were victors in the physical struggle is
no proof of greater popular support, for much of their strength

®Vyktor (Victor) Prykhodko in Krakivs’ki Visti, January 18-19, 1942, p. 2.

zt William H. Chamberlin, The Ukraine: A Submerged Nation (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1944). Moreover, one of the best Communist historians
of the revolutionary period in the Ukraine, M. G. Rafes, a former adherent of
the Jewish Bund, says the “natural” development of the peasants (and workers.
especially in the sugar refineries in the small towns) was to “national socialism,”
“the Ukraine for the Ukrainian peasants,” although he of course adds that they
were inspired by the “reactionary bourgeois intelligentsia”; see Dva goda revoliutsii
na Ukraine: Evoliutsiia i raskol “Bunda” (Two Years of Revolution in the Ukraine:
The Evolution and Division of the “Bund”) (Moscow, 1920), p. 8.
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came from the Russian workers of the cities, or from outside the
Ukraine. Nevertheless, the Ukrainian government under Petliura
was to a considerable extent discredited, because it had failed to
devote sufficient attention to the needs of the peasantry and to
establish law and order. Moreover, by an eleventh-hour alliance
with Poland, it had compromised its claim to represent the entire
Ukrainian nation. This resulted from the fact that Galicia, which,
upon the dissolution of the Hapsburg monarchy had formed its
own West Ukrainian Republic, was surrendered to the Warsaw
regime as a price for aid in the east, a solution in which most
Galicians refused to acquiesce. Nevertheless, Poland and the So-
viet Union made peace, and shortly afterwards the remnants of
the Ukrainian army and bureaucracy retreated across the border
for internment in Poland. From this sanctuary a group of a few
hundred under Colonel George Tiutiunnyk sortied in October,
1921, for a last desperate raid into the Soviet-occupied Ukraine.??

After that the East Ukraine lay under Communist rule, which
could no longer be challenged by military force. For a time, how-
ever, it appeared as if the rising tide of nationalist sentiment—it
rose even among those who had long been adherents of Marxist
doctrines—might bring about what arms had failed to accomplish.
To understand this situation 1t 1s necessary to recall that the
Communists under Lenin had modified their original stand in
order to appeal to the nationalism of the non-Russians. In Janu-
ary, 1918, soon after the Bolsheviks came to power, the Third
Congress of Soviets asserted a theoretical right of all the nations
of the tsarist empire to go their several ways, to secede from the
Bolshevik government in Moscow. At the same time, it deprived
this right of any content by insisting that it be exercised only by
the “toiling masses.”” Although the Communist Party’s stand was
more ambiguously phrased, its insistence that the interests of the
toilers were represented only by the Communist Party and that
the non-Russian Communist Parties formed inseparable parts of
the central Bolshevik organization, in fact rendered self-deter-
mination a fiction. During the following years, the central Party
leadership used armed force when possible to insure that these
local Communist Parties, thus reduced to mere branches of a

B Mazepa, III, 96-105.
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unified Party, should “rule” within each smaller nation which had
formed part of the tsarist empire.

Having provided for the initial objective of substantial Com-
munist control, however, the Bolshevik leaders made sweeping
statements against “Great Russian chauvinism,” and directed that
the culture of each nation be *‘national in form, socialist in con-
tent.” Encouraged by this apparent desire for development of the
national culture at the expense of the Russian cultural supremacy,
which had been grafted on their peoples in tsarist days, many of
the Communist leaders of the non-Russian nations set about vig-
orously promoting an independent cultural life as soon as Com-
munist control was established. In the Ukraine, the major leader
in the effort during the early twenties was the commissar of edu-
cation, Alexander Shums’kyi; after his deposition in 1927 he was
succeeded by Nicholas Skrypnyk, an even more devoted Com-
munist, but a firm adherent of Ukrainian cultural nationalism.??
To what extent these men were sincere adherents of Ukrainian
nationalism and to what extent the favor they extended to it was
motivated by a desire to secure popular support and to curb the
overweening power of Moscow in the interest of an international-
ism which, to them, was in closer accord with original Communist
ideology, it 1s hard to say. At any rate, they went to very consider-
able lengths to encourage specifically Ukrainian traits and tradi-
tions, especially in scholarship, literature, and the schools. While
these Communist supporters of Ukrainian nationalism always
formed only one segment of the ruling group in the Ukraine,
and hence could not completely eradicate Russian permeation of

®No thorough treatment of the Ukraine under Soviet rule exists. Among the
best brief analyses in English are John S. Reshetar, “National Deviation in the
Soviet Union,” American Slavic and East European Review, XII (April, 1953),
162-74; Michael Pap, “Soviet Difficulties in the Ukraine,” Review of Politics, XIV
(April, 1952), 204-32; and an older but generally accurate account by Lancelot
Lawton, “Ukraina: Europe’s Greatest Problem,” East Europe, III (Spring, 1939),
928-45. The continuation of Hrushevs'kyi's 4 History of the Ukraine by Professor
O. ]. Frederiksen, based on notes by Luke Mishuha (Chapter XXV) is also useful,
as are more general works on the Soviet system, such as Julian Towster, Political
Power in the USSR (New York: Oxford University Press, 1948), Chapter 1V, and
Edward H. Cair, The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923 (London: The Macmillan
Company, 1950), I, 289-307. The sources are, of course, voluminous and highly
scattered. I can claim no special mastery of them, although my limited ac-
quaintance leads me to the conclusions cited in the text, which are approximately
those of Reshetar and Pap.
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Ukrainian cultural life, they nevertheless developed a generation
of young people who were accustomed to think and write in the
Ukrainian literary language, although many continued to regard
the use of Russian as a sign of culture.

Perhaps the Communists of the Skyrypnyk group remained at
heart more devoted to Communism than to nationalism. Such was
certainly not the case with a very large group of intellectuals,
some from the rising generation, others from the group which
had supported the national governments of the revolutionary
period but later accepted the Soviet regime. Foremost among the
latter was Michael Hrushevs'kyi; although he had served for a
time as president of the Rada, he decided to return to the Soviet
Ukraine when it appeared to offer an outlet for nationalist activ-
ity. For him and his group, which consisted predominantly of
scholars and men of letters, the real aim was to reverse the Com-
munist prescription by building a culture “socialist in form, na-
tional in content.” Thus Hrushevs'kyi, who had always accepted a
certain amount of socialist doctrine as the basis for needed re-
forms in the Ukraine, occasionally made room for Marxist ide-
ology in his historical writings but left it clear that the real apex
of his values was the Ukrainian nation. Moreover, he and his
group persistently maintained that historical and economic links
bound the Ukraine more closely to Western Europe than to
Russia.

From the Communist point of view, such ideas were dangerous
enough in themselves; while Communism could tolerate for a
time basically antipathetic forms, it could not allow its own forms
to be used as a cover for developing an independent ideology. It
appears that Stalin, the most ruthless insister on conformity,
moved to crush the “national deviation” of the Ukrainians as
soon as his power was sufficient; indeed, the first steps in this di-
rection were taken as early as 1927. The great attack came in
1930, however, with the dismissal of Hrushevs’kyi from his aca-
demic post and the suppression of his scholarly organ Ukraina.
Along with this attack, which was carried out against all elements
of intellectual life—including some obviously devout Marxists
like the historian Iavors’kyi—which favored independent develop-
ment of the Ukraine, went trials of suspect scholars who were
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accused of having belonged to a subversive League for the Libera-
tion of the Ukraine.?* That this campaign of suppression coin-
cided with the drive for the collectivization of agriculture in the
Ukraine is hardly coincidental. In many respects the Ukrainian
peasant was much more profoundly affected by the establishment
of the kolkhoz (Ukrainian kolhosp), or collective farm, than was
the Russian. The former was frequently more prosperous, hence
had more to lose; moreover, the lack of a traditional communal
agricultural organization in the Ukraine made the new system
more alien and repugnant.

It appears certain that the Ukrainian peasantry formed a dis-
proportionate, if not predominant, part of the hapless millions
deported as “kulaks” to Siberia or Kazakhstan or driven by fam-
ine to the primitive slums of the expanding Soviet cities. Very
probably this situation created a potential basis for a national re-
bellion based on economic and social oppression by alien rulers,
just as had the Polish and Russian preponderance in govern-
mental and landowning groups before the war. The Communists
were frequently forced to use non-Ukrainians, Russian and Jew-
1sh 1intellectuals, workers from the towns, where they had real
support, or persons imported from Russia itself, in order to carry
out collectivization. Consequently, it is probable that the suppres-
sion of the nationalist intelligentsia at this time was at least in
part a precautionary step to destroy a group which was of limited
danger in itself yet might have presented a real threat to the Com-
munists if it could have utilized the discontent of the peasants to
turn them to nationalism. To what extent the Soviet regime suc-
ceeded in eliminating the nationalist intellectuals is one of the
principal topics which will be dealt with on the basis of the evi-
dence provided in this study. It should be noted at this point,

% Cf. Reshetar, “National Deviation,” p. 166; T. Skubyts’kyi, “Klassovaia bor’ba
v ukrainskoi istoricheskoi literature” (The Class Struggle in Ukrainian Historical
Literature), Istorik-Marksist, No. 17 (1930), pp. 27-40 (one of the principal
Communist assaults on the Hrushevs'kyi school and other “deviationists”). The
whole question of the purge of intellectuals, with special reference to historians,
is discussed at length by Boris Krupnyts'’kyi in “Die Ukrainische Geschichtswissen-
schaft in der Sowjetunion 1921-1941,” in Jahrbiicher fiir die Geschichte Osteuropas,
1941, pp. 125-51. For Skrypnyk's official statement, see his Statti i promovy (Articles
and Speeches) (Kharkov: Derzhavne Vydavnytsvo Ukrainy, 1930), Vol. I. Spil’ka
Vyzvolennia Ukrainy (The League for the Liberation of the Ukraine), pp. 413-36.
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however, that their resistance was undoubtedly crushed between
1930 and the closing series of purge trials in 1937-38.%%

While articulate nationalism was being crushed in the Soviet
Ukraine, a somewhat different development was taking place in
the West Ukraine. In Poland the extreme policy of the ruling
nationality, which had been chauvinistic enough under the Aus-
trian empire, became still more violent toward the Ukrainians
after the reestablishment of the Polish national state. As was pre-
viously noted, Petliura’s agreement with the Poles had been
deeply resented by the Galician Ukrainians. While most national-
ists endeavored to smooth over criticism of Petliura personally,
especially after his assassination in Paris in 1925, most West
Ukrainians gave no support to the émgré UNR government. The
West Ukrainians, on the contrary, tried their own approaches to
the problem of carrying on Ukrainian life under conditions of
oppression by non-totalitarian, but intolerant, alien nationalist
governments.

One attempted solution was the formation of legally recognized
parties which carried on electoral campaigns and sent representa-
tives to the Polish Sejm or parliament where they attempted to
protect the interests of their group within the framework of
means permitted by the ruling nationality. This type of political
activity, together with a wide variety of cultural work aimed at
developing Ukrainian culture and maintaining the national dis-
tinctiveness of the masses, absorbed the efforts of a very large pro-
portion of the West Ukrainian intelligentsia during the twenties
and thirties. In particular, most of the older generation which
had been reared under the relatively peaceful and stable condi-
tions of Austrian rule, circles closely associated with the Greek
Catholic Church, and most of the liberal professions engaged in
this activity. Although there were a number of minor parties,
some of which had authoritarian leanings, the majority of this
segment of Ukrainian political workers was grouped in the
Ukrainian National Democratic Union (Ukrains’ke Natsional’'ne
Demokratychne Ob”iednannia—UNDO), which was definitely
democratic in character, with varying amounts of Catholic, liberal,
and socialist ideology embodied in its program. Its efforts met

® Cf. Reshetar, “National Deviation,” p. 166.
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with very uncertain success, fluctuating from periods of relatively
satisfactory cooperation with the Poles to embittered boycott of
an unbearably oppressive regime.?¢

Some West Ukrainians soon rejected the road of accommoda-
tion to the Polish government; in the early twenties they turned
to Communism as the champion of both nationalist aspirations
and social needs. While the Ukrainians of Galicia were not so
badly off economically as were those in the East Ukraine before
and after the war of 1914, they suffered from a high ratio of
population to available land, from inadequate agricultural pro-
ductivity, and above all from the fact that the vast majority of
bureaucratic and urban jobs which would have served as the
natural outlets for their sons, compelled by ambition or lack of
employment to leave the land, were absorbed by Poles and Jews.
In Volhynia, conditions were much worse; probably they were
as bad, as far as purely economic circumstances went, as those
within the Soviet Ukraine prior to 1930. Consequently, a broad
economic basis for Communist propaganda existed; under the
circumstances in which a nationalist Ukrainian Communist re-
gime appeared to be taking form in Kiev, this propaganda
appealed strongly to the nationalist element among West Ukrain-
ians as well. As a result, two Communist-front organizations, the
Ukrainian Party of Labor (Ukrains’ka Partiia Pratsi) and the
Peasants-Workers Association (Selians’ko-Robitnycha Partiia—
Sel-Rob) had considerable success, especially in Volhynmia. More
serious from the strictly nationalist point of view, a large number
of the students, the backbone of the new generation which would
have to carry on national life, was attracted to the Communist
program.*?

At the same time, an extreme movement of a different type
attracted wide support. The movement which is commonly known
in American scholarship as “integral nationalism’ arose 1n West-
ern Europe at the close of the nineteenth century, considerably
before Communism became a factor of any real political impor-
tance. It is generally recognized that one of the first exponents

» See Raymond L. Buell, Poland: Key to Europe (3rd ed.. New York: Alfred

A. Knopf, 1939).
= See especially Stepan Baran in Krakivs’ki Visti, January 18-19, 1942, p. 2.
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of the ideology was Charles Maurras, who, together with a group
of extreme French nationalists and advocates of political reaction,
established the Action Francaise at the turn of the century. Inte-
gral nationalism never had much appeal in France or other West-
ern European countries, but in modified forms it became a domi-
nant force in the “dissatisfied” countries of Central and Southern
Europe in the twenties. Here it was one element which provided
an ideological platform for Mussolini’s Fascism and for the rising
Nazi party in Germany. Its influence was also felt strongly in the
extreme nationalist parties of Poland, Hungary, Rumania, and
Yugoslavia. Because integral nationalism is by definition a move-
ment of individual nations rather than a universal ideology and
because its adherents reject systematic rational programs, it 1is
difficult to define its precise nature. The following characteristics,
however, stand out: (1) a belief in the nation as the supreme
value to which all others must be subordinated, essentially a
totalitarian concept; (2) an appeal to mystically conceived ideas
of the solidarity of all individuals making up the nation, usually
on the assumption that biological characteristics or the irreversi-
ble effects of common historical development had welded them
into one organic whole; (3) a subordination of rational, analytic
thought to the “intuitively correct” emotions; (4) expression of
the “national will” through a charismatic leader and an elite of
nationalist enthusiasts organized in a single party: (5) glorifica-
tion of action, war, and violence as an expression of the superior
biological vitality of the nation.?®

In the twenties these concepts came to permeate much of Euro-
pean—and to a much lesser extent American—thought, even
when they were not accepted explicitly as a political program.
Among the suppressed nations of Eastern Europe, where condi-
tions were different from those in the Central European states in
which the new ideology eventually won control, the new ideas
were readily received, but in a somewhat modified form. This was
the case in the West Ukraine in the twenties, where two essen-
tially distinct groups prepared the ground for integral national-

®For a discussion of integral nationalism, see Carlton J. H. Hayes, The Historical
Evolution of Modern Nationalism (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1948).
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1sm.* One drew its strength from the resentment of the Galician
soldiers who had borne a heavy part of the burden of the Ukrain-
1an struggle for liberation, only to be consigned to second-class
citizenship by Poland. The most active were veterans of the
Sichovi Stril’tsi (Sich Sharpshooters), a unit which had operated
under Colonel Eugene Konovalets’ in the East Ukraine. After the
collapse of the UNR, the unit disbanded in Galicia; many of its
members united in tforming an illegal, para-military organization
known as the Ukrains'ka Viis’kova Organizatsiia (Ukrainian Mili-
tary Organization—UVO). In the bitter struggles with the Poles
in the twenties, this group was harshly treated and retaliated with
some deeds of violence. Basically, however, it was a military
protective group rather than a terrorist underground.

As a reaction to Communism, more radically nationalist groups
arose. As has been noted, Communist influence threatened to win
the bulk of the Ukrainian student population in the early twen-
ties; this was true not only in the legally recognized universities,
but also in the underground university established illegally in
L'vov by Ukrainian scholars to give academic training to hun-
dreds of the young people to whom the Poles denied admission
to institutions of higher education. One of the principal factors
in turning the students from Communism to a nationalist move-
ment, which was organized as the Union of Ukrainian National-
istic Youth (Soiuz Ukrains’koi Natsionalistychnoi Molodi—
SUNNM), was the work of Dmytro Dontsov. Dontsov, an East
Ukrainian by origin, had been an active propagator of national-
ism even before the First World War. By the early twenties his
teachings had come to resemble those of the integral nationalists,
although apparently he derived most of his ideas from the Ger-

» The following account is based on numerous oral and written sources. Three
which may be mentioned in particular are V. Martynets’, Ukrains’ke pidpillia
vid UVO do OUN: Spohady i materiialy do peredistorii ta istorii ukrains'koho
organizovanoho natsionalizmu (The Ukrainian Underground from the UVO to the
OUN: Memoirs and Materials Concerning the Prehistory and the History of
Organized Ukrainian Nationalism) (Winnipeg, 1949), a voluminous though overly
sympathetic account; a series of articles in Ukrainets’-Chas, June 10, 1951, p. 4,
June 17, 1951, p. 4, July 1, 1951, p. 4, and August 8, 1951, p. 5, by Bohdan
Kravtsiv; and Vasyl’ Rudko (“R. Lisovii”), “Rozlam v OUN" (The Split in the
QUN), Ukrains’ki Visti, May 23, 1949, p. 3.
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man nationalists, like Fichte and Herder, rather than from Maur-
ras or Italians like Pareto and D’Annunzio. Space does not permit
any real analysis of the ideology which Dontsov propagated with
oreat success among the youth of Galicia. Insofar as 1t deviated
from the general pattern of integral nationalism, however, it
stressed especially the following features: (1) the emphasis on
force inherent in the ideology was largely expressed, in the ab-
sence of the possibility of sustained open opposition to the domi-
nant group, in advocacy of terrorism; (2) since a state which
could be glorified as the bearer of the “national ideal” did not
exist, enormous stress was placed on securing absolute adherence
to the “pure” national lJanguage and culture; (3) absence of the
tradition of a state which, through its institutional and legal struc-
ture, had supported the national aspirations, and opposition to
existing states, led to extreme glorification of “illegality” as such;
(4) in close connection with the two preceding points, the essen-
tial irrationalism of the ideology was expressed by fantastic
romanticism, which was, however, among the comparatively un-
sophisticated Ukrainians more spontaneous and genuine than the
cynical rejection of reason by Germans and Italians: (5) the fail-
ure of the efforts of the older generation, and its tendency to
compromise with the Polish “occupiers,” enhanced the natural
tendency of integral nationalism to rely on youth and reject the
moderation of its elders.

How these elements in the ideology of the dominant national-
1st parties influenced the course of events during the Second
World War forms a major topic of this study. Here it should be
stressed, however, that integral nationalism was not the only for-
eign influence on the ideology of the nationalist parties between
the two world wars. Also of great importance was the tradition of
revolution which had its field ol development so close at hand in
the tsarist empire. In their terrorist underground activity during
the late twenties and early thirties, which included especially
assassination of Polish officials and Soviet representatives, the
Ukrainian groups modeled themselves on movements like the
Russian Narodnaia Volia of the 1870s. In other respects they (and
indeed other integral nationalists like the German Nazis) copied
Bolshevik methods. especially the organization of a secret political
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police to maintain the “purity” of the party and the ruthless
methods of intraparty strife. The stridency and lack of regard for
the truth in propaganda show similar influences. There remained,
however, strong elements of liberal and democratic, as well as
Christian, principles, even when the participants in the move-
ment verbally rejected them. Formal learning, respect for estab-
lished authority, individual decision, and popular choice were
never completely absent from the real workings of even the most
radical groups. Integral nationalism was a fever which gripped
some of the most active elements of the Ukraine in the generation
after 1918, but it is easier to understand and perhaps to condone
in this nation than in others which have had more opportunity
for self-expression through the development of a state based upon
law.

During the twenties the Ukrainian Military Organization and
the Union of Ukrainian Nationalistic Youth gradually won over
nearly all politically active elements in the West Ukraine, except
those which adhered to the moderate legal parties. Moreover,
there were always close connections between the veterans’ organ-
ization and the students’ group; in 1929 these connections were
formalized by the establishment of the OUN (Organizatsiia
Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv—Organization of Ukrainian Nation-
alists) which joined both groups into a single party which was to
carry on the struggle both by political means and by force against
all oppressors of the Ukrainian nation.®® Through its appeal to
the frustrated youth living under Polish rule and through its
attraction for many of the embittered émigrés from the East
Ukraine, the new movement rapidly attained considerable
strength. For eight years it was directed by the former commander
of the Sichovi Stril’'tsi, Konovalets'. His assassination, almost cer-
tainly by a Soviet agent, on May 23, 1938, was a severe blow to the
OUN.A

Before the new leadership of the organization could fairly estab-

® Most Ukrainian writers apply the term ‘“nationalist” (natsionalist) to the OQUN
alone. Non-integral nationalists strongly reject its application to their parties.
While I have felt it necessary to conform to the usage current in Western studies
when using the term “nationalist” without capitalizing, 1 have begun the word
with a capital letter whenever referring to the OUN. '

s Stephen Davydovych, “Colonel Eugene Konovaletz,” Confemporary Russia,
II (August-October, 1938), 344-47.
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lish itself, it was confronted with a situation which would have
severely tried the capacity of a much more experienced body. The
agreements made at Munich in October, 1938, had weakened the
Czechoslovak republic; the Ukrainian nationalists of the small and
backward province of Carpatho-Ukraine began to agitate for au-
tonomy. In this they were encouraged by the Nazi regime, which
wished to use Ukrainian nationalism as an element tending to
disrupt the Czechoslovak state, facilitating subsequent domina-
tion by Germany. Apparently the Germans also wished to encour-
age Ukrainian nationalism in the Carpatho-Ukraine as a potential
threat to the Soviet Union and to Poland. In October, 1938, the
nationalists declared the Carpatho-Ukraine to be a “free, fed-
erated [in Czechoslovakia] state,” and eventually Prague recog-
nized its autonomy, although the economically most valuable part
was ceded to Hungary. Local Ukrainian nationalists, most of
whom were members of, or sympathetic to, the OUN, were or-
ganized and excited to more extreme action by OUN leaders who
had been living as émigrés in Germany and who had been dis-
patched to the Carpatho-Ukraine by the OUN directory on the
advice of the German intelligence service.®* A major part of their
activities was devoted to forming a para-military organization, the
Carpathian Sich, which, they hoped, would form the nucleus of
an army of an all-Ukrainian state.

When the Germans occupied Bohemia and Moravia in March,
1939, they agreed to permit Hungary to occupy the remainder of
the Carpatho-Ukraine. The Ukrainian nationalists were informed
of this decision and advised to submit to Hungarian rule;3? they
resolved, however, to take the desperate course of proclaiming the

% For accounts by participants in the early development of the Carpatho-
Ukrainian “state,” see Vasyl’ Veresh-Sirmians'kyi, “Zakarpats'’ka Molod'” (The
Transcarpathian Youth), Ukrains’ki Visti, March 16, 1947, p. 6; Stepan Rosokha,
“Karpats’ka Ukraina v borot’bi za derzhavu” (The Carpatho-Ukraine in the
Struggle for Statehood), ibid.; and Turii Tarkovych, “Sontse iz zakhodu” (The
Sun from the West), Ukrains’ki Visti, March 17, 1948, p. 5. On the role of
the OUN see also Rudko (Ukrains’ki Visti, May 23, 1949, p. 3) and Seton-Watson,
p. 395.

® German Consul in Hust [Carpatho-Ukraine] to Foreign Ministrv, March 14,
1939, and Staatssekretiir von Weizsiicker to German Consul in Hust, March 15,
1939, Germany, Auswirtiges Amt, Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-
1945, ed. Raymond ]. Sontag et al., Series D, Vol. IV (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1953), pp. 210, 237.



Emergence of Nationalism 25

independence of the Carpatho-Ukraine under a government
headed by a priest, Monsignor Augustine Voloshyn. This “inde-
pendence” lasted only a few days, however; the Carpathian Sich
was unable to ofter any effective resistance to the heavily armed
Hungarian [orces. The first major attempt of the nationalists in
nearly two decades to liberate Ukrainian soil from foreign rule
had failed. It was the forerunner ot many such disappointments
for the OUN and for all nationalist Ukrainians.



[I. THE UKRAINIANS
AND THE
POLISH CATASTROPHE

FEw croups in the Europe of 1939 had more to gain from a
change in the status quo than did the nationalist Ukrainians. All
who dreamed of an independent and united Ukraine realized that
it could arise only out of a series of catastrophic changes in
Eastern Europe. The only event likely to Initiate such upheavals
was a major war.

For many years the most probable war of this nature had ap-
peared to be one between Poland—perhaps with the backing of
one or more Western powers—and the Soviet Union. Later, after
Hitler's accession to power and the phenomenal increase of Ger-
man strength, the likely antagonists appeared to be Germany
and Poland on the one hand and the USSR on the other. Either
contingency, the Ukrainian nationalists felt, would probably lead
to a liberation of the Soviet Ukraine, since both Polish and Ger-
man leaders had long included detachment of this area from
Moscow among thcir major aims in the East. The end of the
Polono-German rapprochement of the the middle thirties dis-
pelled the hope of an 1immediate Central European combination
against the Communist oppressor, but it opened up the prospect,
scarcely less attractive for many Ukrainians, of German destruc-
tion of the hated Polish state. Consequently, in spite of the severe
disappointment suffered when the Germans failed to support the
embryonic Ukrainian “state” in the Carpatho-Ukraine, most na-
tionalist circles were prepared in late 1939 to go along with Ger-
man policy as they had in the preceding years. While the shock
of the German-Soviet nonaggression pact in August caused con-
siderable questioning ol the validity of this course, it did not deter
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the more active elements from maintaining their collaboration
with Germany. Few, if any, could foresee that Germany would
actually allow the Soviet Union to absorb the West Ukrainian
lands.

Perhaps of all Ukrainian nationalist movements the least pre-
pared to cope with the startling changes which took place after
August, 1939, was that of Paul Skoropads'kyi. As was previously
indicated, this movement had never been strong numerically,
even 1n its days of dominance in the Ukraine. In emigration it
was further weakened by the fact that many ol its original fol-
lowers had really been adherents of the Russian monarchy at
heart, and saw little advantage in supporting a Ukrainian “mon-
arch” unless he was the only ruler available. It is true that, fol-
lowing these defections, the Het'man and his remaining followers
had become much more nationalist in their outlook; it was, how-
ever, scarcely possible for them to compete with the OUN in this
respect, and they lacked the prestige of the UNR, which could
claim lineal descent from those who had first endeavored to
realize the dream of a modern Ukrainian state. With the excep-
tion of a small group in Great Britain, the bulk of Skoropads’kyi’s
émigré followers were organized in the Ukrains’ka Hromada
(Ukrainian Community) in Greater Germany, where they claimed
some 3,500 members in 1940.! Most were middle-aged or older.

What the Het’'manites lacked in numerical strength and youth-
ful vigor they had in part made up through the prestige of their
adherents. Foremost among these, until his death in 1931, was
Viacheslav Lypyns'kyi, a talented historian and philosopher who
is widely acknowledged to have been the most original and pro-
found Ukrainian thinker of the post-1918 era. In the period now
under consideration, his influence in the Hromada was continued
by a group of able historians headed by Dmytro Doroshenko. The
official ideology of the movement was a compromise between the

1See the first issue of Ukrains’ka Diisnist’, November 15, 1940, p. 1, the organ
of the Het'man group. For a succinct but generally accurate and penetrating
summary of the position of this and other Ukrainian groups in mid-1941, see a
memorandum from the files of the Reichsministerium fiir die besetzten Ostgebiete,
Occ E-4 (5), in Yiddish Scientific Institute (hereafter referred to as Occ E-4 [5]).
Since the signature is illegible, T have not been able to determine the name of
the author of this memorandum.
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philosophical reflections of such men and the exigencies ot prac-
tical politics, particularly the need of adjustment to the emerging
New Order.

A “‘catechism” for the Het'man followers, published in 1940,
strongly emphasized the continuing theme of the movement—
territorial rather than ethnic patriotism as the basis for a future
Ukrainian state.? The Ukrainian nation was declared to be the
organized collective of the Ukrainian people belonging to the
“Aryan” race®—an ambiguous statement which was at once a con-
cession to Nazi doctrine and a hint of willingness to accept as part
of the Ukrainian nation the Russian and Polish “Aryans’” living on
Ukrainian soil. The remainder of the program was frankly con-
servative: a class society based on the orders of the “plow,” the
“work bench,” and the “word” is advocated, with all subjects be-
ing guaranteed the right to live, to work in their proper calling,
and to have due process of law.* The church was to be inde-
pendent but allied to the monarchy.5 It is fairly obvious that in
the fierce turmoil which was to grip the Ukraine during the war
years, doctrines derived from reflection on a long course of
Ukrainian history would be understood and appreciated only by
the most reflective members of the new generations reared under
Stalinism or those attracted by the advance of extreme national-
ism. The Het'manite ideology in itself would probably have
proved an insurmountable handicap to the fulfillment by the
Het'man group of its aspirations for power.

Somewhat paradoxically, in the light of its ideological position,
which differed fundamentally from National Socialist teachings,
Skoropads’kyl’s movement had many close links to the rulers of
the Third Reich. There was, of course, a strong precedent for this
position in the heavy dependence of the Het'man on the forces
of Kaiser Wilhelm; moreover, the Het'man is reported to have
been on terms of personal friendship with Hermann Goring.®

*A. M. Andriievs'’kyi, Katekhyzys abo nastavlennia v derzhavnii nautsi dlia

ukrains’koho Het’'mantsia-Derzhavnyka (A Catechism or Position on State Science
for the Ukrainian Adherent of the Het'man State) (Berlin, August 15, 1940).

*1bid., p. 3.

t1bid., pp. 21{f.

S1bid., p. 23.

¢ Joachim Joesten, “Hitler’s Fiasco in the Ukraine,” Foreign Affairs, XXI (Jan-
uary, 1943), 334.
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The conservatism of the Het'manites, while differing in impor-
tant respects from Nazism, was useful to the German leaders as a
factor which could be used against Communism. Yet, because of
1ts tendency to avoid violent action, it was less likely in practice
to interfere with their aims than was the position of the Na-
tionalists (OUN), which was so much closer to theirs ideologi-
cally. At times the conservative caution of the Skoropads’kyi fol-
lowers almost reached the dead center of passivity. In December,
1940, for example, their organ argued that the Ukrainian ques-
tion was not going to be settled at the moment and condemned
“agitators” who were trying to “form ministries and imagine in-
ternational combinations” in which such a settlement could take
place.” Later it was to lead to an almost incredible complacency
in the face of German ruthlessness in the Ukraine. For example,
as late as August 30, 1942, Het'man Skoropads’kyi himself advised
his followers to exercise caution, to collaborate with the Germans
against the Bolsheviks, and to wait for peace. He concluded by
asserting that “‘the Germans must be convinced that the Ukrain-
1ans are honest people.” 8

From the point of view of ideology and political orientation,
the UNR was at the opposite pole of Ukrainian politics. In many
ways, however, its development had closely paralleled that of the
Het'man movement. The UNR was, of course, the “legitimate”
successor of the republic of 1918-1920. As was previously men-
tioned, the first president, Simon Petliura, had been succeeded
by Andrew Livyts'’kyi, who continued to regard himself as chief
of state of a government-in-exile and, consequently, above parties.
Actually, by 1939 the bulk of his followers were members of the
Ukrainian Social Democratic Party, though the aura of legitimacy
kept many others, especially Social Revolutionaries, in lose alle-
giance to him. Furthermore, the ideology of the group was un-
questionably socialist and democratic—though of a somewhat

1 Editorial in Ukrains’ka Diisnist’, December 1, 1940, p. 1.

8 Ukrains’kyi derzhavnyk al’'manakh na 1943 rik (Ukrainian Statist Almanac
for 1943) (Berlin, n.d.), p. 8. As a result of the weaknesscs outlined above, the
Het'man organization pl'ned a comparatively insignificant role in the development
of real pOll[l(dl forces in the Ukraine during the period of this study. Hence it
will not be useful to interrupt a discussion of more important activities to mention

its stand on developments.



30 Ukrainians and Polish Catastrophe

dated type, namely, the rather loosely formulated and Utopian
theory of the pre-1917 era.

In practice, certain disquieting developments had taken place
in the outlook of the UNR. Doubtless, no democratic group
could survive eighteen years of émigré existence without certain
signs of deterioration. The very strength of democratic govern-
ment itself—frequent renewals of support through submission
of policies to popular verdict and recruitment of new forces from
the masses of the people—are rendered inoperative by emigration.
The democratic government—an essentially dynamic phenome-
non—is rendered static by its severance from the masses, and its
members are turned in upon themselves. Personal feuds, factional-
ism, and striving for outside support replace the more healthy
characteristics of democratic politics. Such was the development
in the UNR. When the war began, the “government” was dis-
persed in three European capitals. Several of the lesser ministers
were in Prague, where, until a short time before, the democratic
atmosphere and the encouragement of the Czechoslovak govern-
ment had created a favorable climate for Ukrainian cultural de-
velopment. In Paris were Viacheslav Prokopovych, prime minis-
ter, and Alexander Shul’hyn, foreign minister. The chief center,
however, was Warsaw, where President Livyts’kyi and his minis-
ters Sal's’kyi and Smal’-Stots'kyi resided.®

This distribution of the personnel of the government corre-
sponded roughly to its ties with the European governments. The
basic commitment was to Poland, in line with Petliura’s policy
in the final months of his regime. In exile, the government’s ties
with the Polish state had become still closer.® At the outbreak
of the war a considerable number of former officers of the Ukrain-
ian Republican Army were serving as professional soldiers (“con-
tract officers”) with the Polish army. Moreover, the Promethean
movement, which had been founded by Ukrainians in the twen-

® Roman Smal’-Stots’kyi is well known in the United States as Smal-Stocki, a

Polish form of transliteration of the Ukrainian; Shul'hyn is equally well known
under the Russian form of his name, Shul'gin.

At least they had become closer after Petliura’s assassination. As noted pre-
viously, he had left Poland Dbecause of the difficulty of his position in a country
which stiled Ukrainian life within its borders. Livyts'’kyi, however, found it
possible to continue to reside in Warsaw, and the resultant hostility of the
Galician elements drove him still closer to the Polish regime.
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ties and was headed by Smal’-Stots’kyi, leaned heavily on Warsaw.
‘This movement, which endeavored to unite the émigré leaders of
the non-Russian nationalities of the Soviet Union, played a large
part in Polish aspirations for the development of a bloc of states
in Eastern Europe, stretching from Finland to the Caucasus, in
which Poland could become a true great power by exercising her
“natural” position of leadership. The Ukrainian leaders of the
Promethean movement were, of course, aware of the Polish aims,
but in their overwhelming desire for liberation of their peoples
from the Communist yoke they accepted the assistance of the
Warsaw government.!!

From the point of view of practical politics, the dependence of
the UNR leaders upon Poland i1s readily understandable. Un-
fortunately, the Polish environment did much to accentuate the
naturally unwholesome condition of exile. The tendency to chau-
vinism in the Polish state, its rapid abandonment of democratic
principles in the thirties, and the atmosphere of military faction-
alism were reflected to some extent in the parallel development
of the Ukrainian movement.

As corollaries of their ties with Poland, and also of their demo-
cratic ideology, the UNR leaders preferred to carry on their
activities in France and Rumania where they received some en-
couragement from ofhcial circles. There was a large group of
republican émigrés in Rumania, but the political environment
deteriorated rapidly there in the same fashion as in Poland. Con-
ditions in France were far more favorable, and the Ukrainian
republican community there, which included a number of per-
sons who had been prominent in the UNR government, remained
basically democratic in its outlook. The Franco-Soviet pact ap-
peared to destroy any hope of real assistance from France, how-
ever. At the same time, as has been noted, the prospect of Polono-
German cooperation against the Soviet Union was strengthened.
This prospect was so attractive to the UNR leaders that many,
including, it is said, President Livyts'kyi, refused to accept the
reality of the deterioration in German-Polish relations as late as

1 For a sympathetic account of the Promethean movement by its leader at the
outbreak of the war. see Roman Smal’-Stots’kvi. “The Struggle of the Subjugated
Nations in the Soviet Union for Freedom: Sketch of the History of the Promethean
Movement,” Ukrainian Quarterly, 111 (Autumn, 1947), 324-44.
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the summer of 1939, and hoped desperately for a reversal of the
German policy even after the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact was
announced.!?

When war broke out dozens of Ukrainian ofhicers faithfully car-
ried out their assignments in the hopelessly outmatched Polish
army. In return, the Polish government apparently gave little at-
tention to the safety of the UNR members in Warsaw. Neverthe-
less, Livyts'kyi was finally able to leave the city and to reach the
Ukrainian ethnographical area of Poland. There his party re-
ceived news of the rapid approach of Soviet forces which were
cutting across eastern Galicia between them and the Rumanian
border. They decided that German captivity was preferable to
falling into the hands of their archenemies. Before surrendering
to the Germans, however, the President was able to send word to
Prokopovych that, in accordance with the constitution, he should
assume the office of president, and that Shul’hyn should in turn
become premier.!® The Prometheans, headed by Smal’-Stots’kyi,
had reached L'vov (L’viv), and were in even greater peril from
the Soviet approach, but they, too, succeeded in reaching the
German lines and were safely evacuated, probably through special
efforts of Admiral Canaris, the German chief of intelligence, who
hoped to preserve the group for future use against the Soviet
Union.*

Once they had reluctantly accepted the protection of the Ger-
man forces, the Ukrainian republicans were treated as enemy
prisoners. Thelr organization was declared illegal, and the leaders
were subjected to close surveillance and restriction of movement.
Their treatment, however, was soon made less severe. A number
of the “contract officers,” while nominally prisoners of war, were
allowed to move about in German-occupied Poland, while several
political leaders were even given employment in writing studies
on the Ukraine for the Germans. Undoubtedly this moderation
was 1n part facilitated by the willingness of Livyts'kyi and other
leaders to maintain unofhicial contacts of a friendly nature with
German representatives. As will be shown, however, they were

¥ Interview 14.

¥ Interview 23; Nastup, March 9, 1940.

*CE. Karl Abshagen, Canaris, Patriot und Weltbiirger (Stuttgart: Union
Deutsche Verlagsgesellschaft, 1949), p. 217; Interview 14.
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by no means willing to become pawns of the Germans and took
what occasions arose to endeavor to regain their freedom of
action.!s

For a certain time, the ‘“successor government’ in Paris was
able to pursue an independent policy. Prokopovych and Shul’hyn
were active 1n aiding the Allied cause, especially in efforts to
secure the enlistment of the considerable number of workers of
Ukrainian origin for a hoped-for legion to aid Finland in her
struggle against the Soviet Union. Before these plans could mate-
rialize, the rapid German invasion of France also enveloped them.
Shul’hyn was sent to a concentration camp, Prokopovych died a
few months after the French surrender, and all significant activity
in this quarter ceased.

The OUN, which had rapidly increased in influence in the
thirties, followed a still different course. The assassination of
Konovalets’ was a severe blow, but its most injurious conse-
quences were not telt immediately. Soon afterwards the OUN
was deeply involved in the attempted formation of the Ukrainian
“state” 1n the Subcarpathian province of Czechoslovakia. The
collapse of this project in March caused extreme disappointment.
It did not, however, discredit the OUN in the eyes of most na-
tionalist Ukrainians. After all, they pointed out, the Ukrainians
had put up a determined, if brief, struggle against overwhelming
odds, while the other nationalities of the Czechoslovak republic
had submitted to the dictates of the surrounding powers without
offering any resistance at all. Thousands of young Carpatho-
Ukrainians went into exile (mostly to Greater Germany), thus
expanding the ranks of the OUN. The Carpathian Sich, the mili-
tary organization which fought the Hungarians, took its place in
the Ukrainian legend along with the Zaporozhian Cossacks, the
Sichovi Stril'tsi, and Tiutiunnyk's band. The net result was an
immediate increase in the prestige of the organization, although
doubts of the wisdom of the course it had followed were to come
to the surface later.

At the outbreak of war, the leadership of the OUN was very
much the same as it had been prior to the death of Konovalets’.
Aside from its chief, Andrew Mel'nyk, there were eight members

15 See Chapter IV.
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of the Provid, or directorate. The importance of these men in the
events which are to be described warrants a somewhat detailed
consideration of their backgrounds and personalities. Two were
generals of the revolutionary period; the OUN, like most Ukrain-
ian organizations, felt it desirable to ornament its directing organ
with personalities who recalled the days of the active struggle for
liberation, thus serving to connect the organization more closely
with the nationalist myth. General Kurmanovych's role seems to
have been largely confined to this contribution of prestige; the
same cannot be said concerning General Kapustians'’kyl, who was
to play a courageous and active role in nationalist organization
in the Last Ukraine after June, 1941. Neither, however, appears
to have exerted major influence on the development of the policy
of the organization. Also of limited importance in policy forma-
tion were two of the younger members of the Provid, Iaroslav
Baranovs'kyi and Dmytro Andriievs'kyi. Baranovs'kyi, only thirty-
three when war broke out, was of a different generation from
that of most of the members of the Provid. Of Galician back-
ground, he had been an active member of the underground
student organization in L'vov and had been imprisoned by the
Poles. Later he continued his law studies in Austria.l® His age and
background would seem to have made him a natural link between
the Provid and the Galician nationalist youth, and indeed, up
until 1940 his influence in the latter group was considerable.
Unfortunately for him, his reputation was in constant danger of
being brought into question by the fact that his brother, Roman,
had acted as an agent for the Polish police, although Iaroslav was,
trom all evidence, quite innocent in this connection.!” Andriievs'-
kyi, though only a few years older than Baranovs'kyi, had quite a
different background and function in the organization. He had
left the East Ukraine as a young man, had followed a brief career
in the diplomatic service of the republic, and then had been
trained as an engineer in Belgium. Joining the movement, he
took over a considerable part of its external relations, though the
chief contacts were carried on with Germany through other chan-

** Obituary in Nastup, May 30, 1943. p. 5.
" Interviews 52, 75; Bohdan Mpykhailiuk, Bunt Bandery (Bandera’s Rebellion)
(1950), p. 50.
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nels. His moderation and talent as a writer made him a valuable™
asset to the organization.!s

Next in the scale of importance in the Provid were two military
men, much younger and more active, however, than the generals
previously referred to. Richard Iarii was unique among members
of the Provid in that he was Ukrainian only by adoption. It is un-
certain whether he was of Czech or German origin; he had served
as an ofhicer in the Austro-Hungarian army, along with numerous
Galician Ukrainians, and upon the dissolution of this force had
cast in his lot with the struggling Ukrainian Republican Army.
He served loyally and well, and, after the failure of Ukrainian
efforts, continued to collaborate with his comrades in the UVO.
As Germany became stronger, he established close ties with Ger-
man military intelligence circles. To the other members of the
Provid he was a good comrade, a talented supporter of a cause
desperately in need of help, and a welcome intermediary in deal-
ing with the Germans. At the same time, he was regarded as am-
bitious, and 1t has been suggested that he was not overscrupulous;
some of his associates felt that his allegiance was not whole-
heartedly to the Ukrainian nationalists.’® Colonel Roman Sushko,
like Iarii, had served in both the Austro-Hungarian and UKkrain-
1an armies; he, too, was in close contact with the Abwehr. Unlike
larii, however, he was a typical West Ukrainian of Galician peas-
ant stock.?®

Of greatest influence were Nicholas Stsibors’kylr and Omelian
Senyk. Stsibors’kyi was born in Zhitomir in 1897, the son of a
tsarist army ofhicer, and spent his youth in Kiev. Thus he was
familiar with the East Ukraine as it had existed prior to the
Revolution. After serving in the Ukrainian army, he had emi-
grated to Prague, where he studied engineering and economics.*!
Joining the UVO and the OUN during this period, he rapidly
rose to the position of official theorist of the latter group; in this
capacity, he exerted great influence. Senyk, in contrast to Stsibors'-
kyi, was the practical organizer of the party. Of Galician origin
(his father was an official in L'vov), he was also a veteran of the

18 Interviews 48, 67.

® Interview 67.

® Obituary in L’vivs’ki Visti, February 2, 1944, p. 2.
= Obituary in Nastup, September 27, 1941, p. 1.
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revolutionary struggle, as well as of the Austro-Hungarian army.??
He had taken part in underground work in Poland in the twen-
ties, but was generally regarded by the younger generation as too
moderate and too conservative. He appears, however, to have
enjoyed the confidence of Konovalets’ down to the latter’s death,
and he took over practical direction of the organization immed:i-
ately after this event. In this capacity, he was instrumental in
carrying out the transfer of authority to Colonel Andrew Mel'nyk.
Mel'nyk was in a position to assume a role of unique impor-
tance in the Ukrainian Nationalist movement. In many respects
his natural qualities admirably fitted him for this role. He was a
man of fine bearing, dignified yet friendly, exceptional in his
moderation and composure among a group where dignity and
balance tended to be submerged by bitterness and extremism.
Born of peasant parents in Eastern Galicia, he was somewhat
older (forty-eight) than most of his colleagues. After receiving
an engineering degree in Vienna in 1912,2% he had served in the
Austro-Hungarian army. There, it is said, he was referred to by
his brother officers, Austrian and Ukrainian alike, as “Lord Mel'-
nyk”—this not in sarcasm, but as a sincere tribute to his embodi-
ment of the English concept of the gentleman, then still an ideal
in Central Europe.?* His later career, while not exceptionally
distinguished, did nothing to impair this reputation. He was chief
of staff under Konovalets’ in the Sichovi Stril’tsi, and later served
a term in a Polish jail for activity in the UVO. In contrast to most
of the other leaders, however, his career in the thirties was placid.
Pursuing his profession of engineer, he worked as director of
forests on the huge estates of the Metropolitan of L'vov.
Whether it 1s accurate to describe Mel'nyk as a devout Catholic
may be questioned, but there is no doubt that he was far more
friendly to the church than nearly all of his associates. For a num-
ber of years prior to Mel'nyk’s assumption of leadership, he was
chairman of the Catholic youth organization in Galicia, Orlo,??

B Ibid.

= Nastup, December 12, 1940, p. 3.

# Interview 62.

® Entsyklopediia Ukrainoxnavstvo (Encyclopedia of Things Ukrainian), eds.
Volodymyr Kubiiovych and Zenon Kuzelia (Munich: Naukove Tovarystvo im.
Shevchenka, 1949), p. 959.
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which was regarded as anti-Nationalist by the great bulk of the
OUN youth in that area. It seems probable that his elevation to
the post of director of the Provid was very gratifying to Greek
Catholic church circles, which thereby hoped to dispel the anti-
clerical tendencies of the OUN and to prevent further unfolding
of the anti-Christian elements in its 1deology. At the same time,
Mel'nyk’s church ties and moderate attitude were doubtless wel-
come to many members of the Provid, especially to Senyk. Con-
ditions inside Poland were highly unfavorable to the development
of a secure base for a Ukrainian nationalist party, regardless of
its ideology. The terroristic response to drastic and bloody Polish
suppression of all national aspirations was understandable. It
was adopted from time to time by all elements in the OUN and
countenanced by even broader circles of Galician society. Over
a period of years, however, this tactic tended to get out of hand,
to defeat the purposes of the organization by inducing still harsher
repression and by alienating those members of the Ukrainian com-
munity who still hoped to lead normal lives. The latter danger
was becoming especially acute during the late thirties when the
legal Ukrainian parties in Poland were tending more and more
to separate themselves from the underground and were attempt-
ing to normalize their relations with the Polish government. To
stem this tendency, more prudent and moderate leadership was
needed in the OUN; connections with the church, especially the
fabulously influential Metropolitan Sheptyts’kyi, could be in-
valuable.?®

The real difficulty in this approach was that it was fundamen-
tally incompatible with the development and ideology of the
OUN. Officially, the Provid adhered to a credo of integral na-
tionalism. In the political context of Central Europe in the 1930s,
this meant that it was strongly attracted by Fascist totalitarianism.
The totalitarian element in the ideology of the OUN consisted 1n
its emphasis on the nation as an entity valued above all others,

® This analysis is a deduction from the circumstances of the OUN and from
the backgrounds and connections of the persons involved. It cannot be documfzr?ted
directly, but appears to fit all the known facts. For comments on the suspicions
raised by Mel'nyk’s association with the church and Senyk’s sponsoring of him,
see Vasyl’ Rudko (‘R. Lisovyi”), “Rozlam v OUN" (The Split in the OUN),
Ukrains’ki Visti, May 23, 1949, p. 3.
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to be served by whatever means might be required. OUN ad-
herents maintained that the state was merely the most convenient
form of national life, not an absolute value in itself, as was the
nation.?” This position was necessary tactically in order to distin-
guish sharply the OUN from the Het'man movement. Putting the
state in a secondary place, however, tended to drive the movement
still further in the direction of deification of the mystic concept
of the nation, even to the point of racism. “Nationalism is based
on feelings, which are carried by the racial blood.” * The incom-
patibility of such doctrines with Christian teachings could not be
concealed, even in the atmosphere of misty romanticism prevalent
in many Nationalist circles. Thus, the Catholic leader of the
Carpatho-Ukraine, - Monsignor Voloshyn, in praising Mel'nyk,
pointed out that he was a man of typically European culture, with
an ideology based on Christianity and differing from that of many
Nationalists who placed the nation above God.*

This statement was probably true, but it made Mel'nyk’s posi-
tion still more anomalous. He was the leader of a movement
whose official 1deology was totalitarian; moreover, all the cir-
cumstances of the period and of the movement itself tended to
intensify the totalitarian element. He was trying to work against
this tide, to moderate, even if only slightly, its violent philosophy.
To be successtul, he was compelled to assert his authority as auto-
cratic director of the movement. Now, it may be true historically
that totalitarianism and autocratic authority are separable. In
the Central Europe of 1939, however, it was difficult to maintain
the distinction.

As a matter of fact, Mel'nyk himself was reluctant even to
attempt to assert a claim to dictatorial power. Writings which
deal with him primarily, and which he may be assumed to have

T “Maksym Orlyk"” in Nastup, August 17, 1940, p. 3. For the most part I have
relied on periodicals of fairly large circulation (about 6.000 in the case of Nastup)
as the principal sources for ideology of the OUN in this period. The more
philosophical treatises on Dontsov and especially of Stsibors'kyi (Natsiokratiia) are
of a great deal more interest to the student of political theory. For the purposes
of this study, however, it seems preferable to utilize sources which, though less
profound. had a more immediate impact on the rank and file of the membership
and followed the currents of changing ideological emphasis.

#USigma” in an editorial in Nastup, March 23, 1940, p. 1.

# Interview for Nastup, December 21, 1940, p- 3.
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controlled, refer to him more frequently as “director of the Pro-
vid” than as “leader.” Attempts to build Mel'nyk up as a mystic
exponent of the national will are present, as in a reference to the
leaders who embodied the genius of the nation—*“Shevchenko,
Konovalets’, and now Mel'nyk™ ¥—and in one to Mel'nyk’s “mon-
olithic character.” # On the whole, however, the more prominent
theme 1s that of military subordination to a body of hierarchical

superiors, rather than unrestrained submission to the will of a
charismatic leader.

The leadership [Provid] bears a responsibility to history, to future
generations, to the nation (including those who were and are to be),
to God, but never to its subordinates! This would lead to anarchy as
surely as would questioning of orders in an army.32

As the need for suppressing factionalism grew stronger, however,
this more moderate position tended to be abandoned in favor of
outright adherence to the Fiihrerprinzip.

It 15 evident from the above discussion that there was a deep
conflict between the “natural” tendencies of the ideology of the
movement and the personal temperament and conviction of its
chief. Had the matter been confined to the émigré section of the
OUN, a compromise might have been reached, or Mel'nyk might
have even come out the victor. It will be noted that of the nine
members of the Provid (including Mel'nyk himself), all but two
had been military officers. Moreover, the great majority of them
had served not only in the somewhat irregular Ukrainian army,
but also in the tightly disciplined officer corps of the Russian or
Austro-Hungarian Empires. Standards of military discipline and
honor prevented them from fully subscribing to the principle
that all means are legitimate, at least when this principle was to
be applied in factional struggles within their own group against
their acknowledged superior. Moreover, with the exception of
Baranovs'kyi, all were past forty, and it may be supposed that
the passage of years had immunized them against impulsive and
violent action.

If, however, the OUN had been confined to the emigration, it

®© {Tkrains’kyi Visnyk, February 1, 1941, p. 2.
@ Nastup, December 14, 1940, p. 1.
1 Editorial in Nastup, February 1, 1941, p. 1.
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would have had scarcely greater influence than the UNR or the
Het'man group. As a matter of fact, unlike these two groups, it
was predominantly West Ukrainian in membership. It is true that
of the nine Provid members, three were East Ukrainian émigrés.
Of these, however, two had very limited influence, while Stsibors’-
kyi owed his prominence primarily to his ability as a theoretician.
Moreover, the Provid did not accurately reflect the composition
of the rank and file of the membership. In the first place it pro-
vided no representation for the very important groups of OUN
members in or from Volhynia, the Carpatho-Ukraine, and Buko-
vina.®3 More significant was the difference in age; the great bulk
of the membership, and its most active component, was drawn
from the youth of Galicia. As discussed in the preceding chapter,
this generation, living double lives, studying in the underground
university, liable to arrest by the Polish authorities at any mo-
ment, had had recourse to violence, and many had suffered ter-
ribly for their deeds. There was a constant tendency to suspect
that the émigré leaders were shirking the hardships and dangers
of the fight, or at least were unable to understand its demands.
This feeling was greatly accentuated by the age difference be-
tween the leadership and the bulk of the members in Galicia.
There was a gap of about ten years between the average member
of the official émigré leadership and the average unofficial leader
at home; the rank and file members in Galicia were still younger.
In 1tself, this difference was significant enough; lack of maturity
was bound to lead to extremism among members of an organiza-
tion like the OUN. There were, however, additional factors of
great importance. The younger group had lacked the experience
of growing up in a stable, prewar society. Furthermore, the older
generation had had an opportunity to fight for Ukrainian state-
hood openly and in a recognized manner. In establishing a state
and an army, if for only a brief period, it had escaped from the
frustrating sense of inferiority which was the result of living in
a state governed by another nationality. While the older genera-

¥ It should be pointed out that there were several other leaders (of the older
generation) whose influence probably exceeded that of some members of the
Provid. In these unofficial groups the Carpatho-Ukraine (but not Volhynia and
Bukovina) was adequately represented. East Ukrainians were considerably over-
represented in proportion to their number among the rank and file.
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tion had had its peaceful years, followed by a retrospectively
glorious fight, the younger generation had known only the bitter,
ambiguous struggle against Polish repression. Thus, the latter
harbored a feeling of tension, a sort of inferiority complex vis-a-
vis the formal leadership.

Nor was the directorate entirely guiltless in this situation. It is
true that most of its Galician members had shared the hardship
of the struggle against Poland (three had been imprisoned) and
that a life of exile is not much preferable even to underground
existence In one's native country. The generation which had
come to maturity during the war, however, tended to view itself
as a closed elite, entrance to which was unattainable by the
younger men. The unwillingness to permit full participation in
this elite may be understood from the following expression: *I
don’'t mind playing politics, but I object to playing it with my
children.” In this connection a ready, if understandably infuriat-
ing, device was at hand: the constant use of the muilitary titles ac-
quired during the war, and hence not attainable by the younger
men, whose only military service (when it could not be avoided)
was as conscripts in the Polish army.

While Konovalets’ lived, his great authority and, 1t is said, his
skillful handling of the problem of the different generations had
prevented it from assuming serious proportions, although there
were rumblings of protest from the younger group. Mel'nyk was
faced with a far more difficult set of problems: he had to try to
unify the Ukrainian population of Galicia behind the organiza-
tion, but any modification of ideology or tactics would be re-
garded as treason by the younger men; he had to try to bargain
for Ukrainian ends with powers which were enormously superior,
a process in which any yielding to impulsive action might be
fatal. In addition, the very factors which inclined Mel'nyk to exer-
cise a moderating influence in the OUN made him incapable of
keeping the revolutionary youth in hand. His association with the
church was like a black flag to their anticlericalism. His calmness
and dignity made little impression on men whose ideal leader
was an iron-willed conspirator. His refusal to raise the nation to
the level of the absolute was simply taken as a sign of weakness,
if it was comprehended at all. In a stable community, Mel'nyk
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would doubtless have been a highly useful citizen, or even a suc-
cessful statesman, but his character ill equipped him to become
the leader of a terroristic conspiracy. Thus, the basis was laid for
a catastrophe within the most powerful Ukrainian organization.

First, however, came the greater catastrophe of war. For many
years the OUN had been closely tied to German policy. This
alignment was furthered by the semi-Fascist nature of its ideology,
and in turn the dependence on Germany tended to intensify
Fascist trends in the organization. All considerations of power
politics led the OUN to seek German aid, since Germany was the
only power which had either the will or the means to attack its
archenemies—Poland and the Soviet Union. The great problem,
as was hinted in the previous paragraph, was that of dealing with
the Germans without becoming their helpless puppet, since the
disparity of strength between the parties was obviously enormous.

Up to 1939 the Ukrainian Nationalist leaders had been con-
fident that Germany was really interested in securing the inde-
pendence of the Ukraine, and felt that she would deal fairly with
them. To an extent, however, they were less dependent on Ger-
many than this trustful attitude might have implied. Unlike the
Het’'man group, which was concentrated largely in the neighbor-
hood of Berlin, the OUN was more evenly spread over most of
Central and Western Europe. Both Konovalets’ and Mel'nyk
traveled frequently and avoided settling within the German-
dominated area. Nevertheless, in Richard Iarii they had a con-
stant channel of communication to that section of the German
regime which was represented by Admiral Canaris and the
Abwehr. In the summer of 1939, Colonel Sushko was also collab-
orating closely with the Germans, preparing a group of some two
hundred men in Wiener-Neustadt, Austria, to act as an auxiliary
to the Wehrmacht in its approaching attack on Poland and to
provide an armed nucleus for an uprising which the OUN hoped
would lead to independence for the Ukrainians in that country.3t
Moreover, de facto dependence of the OUN on Germany had
been greatly increased by the large immigration of its members

* Liubomyr Ortyns'’kyi, “Druzhyny Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv (DUN)" (The
Brotherhoods of Ukrainian Nationalists [DUN]), Visti Bratstva kol. Voiakiv 1.
UD UNA (June-July, 1952), p. 4, Abshagen, p. 217,
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to German territory in 1939, especially to the “Protectorate of
Bohemia-Moravia,” where a major center of the Carpatho-Ukrain-
ians with the important pro-OUN organ Nastup was soon to be
established.33

In spite of these growing ties of dependence, when the Provid
decided to hold the Second Congress of the organization in Au-
gust of 1939, Rome instead of a German city was chosen as the
meeting place. At this congress it was decided that Mel'nyk should
maintain his headquarters in Switzerland, and a policy generally
cautious in regard to Germany was envisaged.?® Shortly after its
adjournment came the impact of the news of the Molotov-Rib-
bentrop pact, with its implications of concessions to the Soviets in
the offing. The agreement was openly denounced by the official
organ of the OUN.3" With war actually beginning almost at the
same time, however, it was impossible, even had the Provid so
desired, to withdraw from the arrangement for military collabora-
tion with the Germans.

After a period of hesitation arising from his uncertainty con-
cerning Soviet intentions in eastern Poland,? Canaris permitted
Sushko’s group to proceed from its base in Slovakia as far as the
Ukrainian ethnographical territory on the San River, but at this
point it was obliged to turn back because of the advance of Soviet
troops.® Within Galicia proper, at least one small uprising,

% Nastup had actually been founded in the Carpatho-Ukraine by Dr. Stephen
Rosokha, but after the destruction of the Ukrainian government there Rosokha
proceeded to Prague, where he was able to begin publishing around the beginning
of 1940. Though not himself a member of the OUN, he was a fervent supporter
and admirer of Mel'nyk, and his pages were always available to OUN writers. In
addition to this paper, which labored under a comparatively mild German pre-
censorship until its suppression in 1943, there was Ukrains’kyi Fisnyk in Berlin
which, as it nominally was not a newspaper but a bulletin for members of the
Ukrainian National Union in Germany, escaped pre-censorship. Like Nastup, it
was officially non-OUN but followed the OUN line closely and appears to have
been more influential than the formal organs of the OUN which, however, are
now largely unavailable for the war period.

% In addition, he himself was confirmed as head of the Provid, and its member-
ship was ratified. Intecviews 61, 67.

S QUN u Viini (The OUN in the War), Information Section of the OUN
(UNR), April, 1946, pp. 24-28, citing Natsional 'na Presova Sluzhba (an OUN "“press
release’’ service not available to me) for September 1, 1939.

s Abshagen, pp. 208-9.

® Interviews 8, 14, 67; Nykon Nalivaiko, “Legioni v natsional'nykh viinakh"
(Legions i National Wars), Narodna Volia (October 27, 1949), p. 2.
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doubtless inspired by Nationalists, occurred against the Polish
regime.*® From the OUN point of view, the one advantage of the
Sushko expedition was that it served as an armed escort for Iaro-
slav Baranovs'kyi, who came as a delegate from the Provid to the
local groups. His mission was to give the latter information on the
delicate situation arising from the Soviet occupation and to warn
them to exercise caution in coming out into the open.*! This was
undoubtedly necessary since, had rebellions been carried out on
a large scale, they would have served no purpose in destroying
the tottering Polish authority, while they would have revealed
the identity of the underground members to the approaching
Soviet forces.

One further result of the brief Polish campaign, of still greater
significance for the development of the OUN, must be mentioned.
As the Germans closed in on Warsaw, the Polish authorities were
confronted with the problem of disposing of the political prison-
ers, especially the Ukrainians, whom they held there. After vari-
ous efforts to evacuate them, the most important prisoners were
allowed, either through deliberate intent or through the humane
action of their guards, to go free.*? Thus the leaders of the Gal-
ician group, embittered by years of confinement, were once again
free to pursue their activities.

The brief Polish war, which was the opening chapter of a
struggle of tremendous consequences for the world at large, was of
great indirect importance for Ukrainian national life. For the
first time in modern history, the Galicians were really united
with the East Ukrainians in a single state. However, this state
was the most dreaded enemy of the Ukrainian nationalist move-
ments. These circumstances were bound to have a considerable
effect on the development of the nationalist movements, and in

® Nastup, March 16, 1940, p. 3, describes the formation of a group of three
hundred partisans near L'vov in the week of September 11-17 to fight Polish

police who had been committing atrocities and to drive off Polish partisans and
troops.

9 Interview 67.

“For an interesting description of the way in which some of these Ukrainians
secured their freedom, see Mykola (Nicholas) Klymishyn, “Smertnyi pokhid” (The

Death March), Nastup, February 24, 1940, p. 3; this account was confirmed by
Intervicw 76.
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fact a radical process of realignment of the Ukrainian forces was
already under way; during the twenty months following the
Polish collapse this intraparty conflict was to occupy almost as
much attention in the Ukrainian émigré community as did the
larger events of world politics.



[II. RETRENCHMENT AND
REVOLT

By THE EnD of September, 1939, it appeared that Germany had
definitely abandoned the Ukrainian nationalists. The agreement
which allowed the Soviet Union to occupy the territory of Poland
up to the line of the Bug and the San meant in effect that the
compact Ukrainian area in Galicia, the Ukrainian land which
possessed the strongest nationalist feeling, had passed under the
control of the Soviet regime. There remained, however, a few
small areas of Ukrainian settlement under German control in what
was now designated as the Generalgouvernement Polen. Aside
from several minute border districts, these were the Lemko region
and the Chelm (Kholm) region. The Lemko area is a rugged
stretch on the northern slope of the Carpathians, extending from
Przemysl (Peremyshl’) almost to Cracow. The majority of its
population was a hardy if impoverished group of mountaineers
who spoke the Lemko dialect of the Ukrainian language. Under
the Polish regime this group had been subjected to the same re-
pression which was exercised against the population of eastern
Galicia, but the low economic potential of the area discouraged
the Poles from expanding significantly into the hill region.

In the Chelm district, on the other hand, a violent policy of
denationalization had been carried out. This area, which had
always contained a mixed population, was further complicated
ethnographically by changes in religion. Originally a large part of
the population, including the great majority of the Ukrainians,
had been Greek Catholic, as were their brothers in Galicia. Under
Alexander II, however, a harsh policy of repression had prevailed,
the aim of which was the destruction of the Greek Catholic Church
and strengthening of the Orthodox Church. Numerous Greek
rite parishes were forcibly transferred to the Orthodox Church,
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and a number of Latin rite churches which were accused of
ministering to Greek Catholics who resisted transfer to Ortho-
doxy were also seized.! Either because they originally had some
sympathy for Orthodoxy, or because they became accustomed to
it over the decades, many of the “converted” congregations had
retained some ties with it after the area had become a part of
Poland. Stimulated by part of the Latin clergy (the Greek Catho-
lic hierarchy opposed the step), the Polish government seized
many of the churches or, in some cases, even burnt them to the
ground. The Orthodox priests were expelled and replaced by
Catholic pastors of the Latin, not the Greek, rite. The small sup-
ply of intellectuals made it difficult for other Ukrainian com-
munities to aid the Ukrainians of Chelm, and, as a result, the
policy of denationalization had considerable success.?

For over twenty months these small and handicapped areas
were to serve as the principal territorial base of Ukrainian na-
tionalist efforts. The reason that they were able to fulfill this func-
tion arose from the deliberately ambiguous nature of German
policy toward the Ukrainian movements during this period. The
Molotov-Ribbentrop pact, which was a formal barrier to the use
of Ukrainian nationalist sentiment to disrupt the Soviet Union,
was, indeed, merely regarded as a truce by the Nazi leaders, but
the duration of the truce was viewed as indefinite. Any overt
encouragement of the Ukrainian nationalists would be looked
upon by the Soviet Union as an unfriendly gesture, if not as
preparation for an attack; consequently, Hitler was determined to
use extreme caution in dealing with the Ukraimans as long as he
felt that amicable relations with the Soviet Union were in his
interest.3 At the same time, the Machiavellian strain in Nazi

1 Adrien Boudou, Le Saint-Siége et la Russie: Leurs Relations Diplomatiques
au XIX°® Siecle (Paris: Editions Spes, 1925), II, 440.

* Hugh Seton-Watson, Eastern Europe between the Wars, 1918-1941 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1946), p. 335; Raymond L. Buell, Poland: Key to
Europe (3rd ed.; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1939), p. 279n; and especially
Volodymyr Kubiiovych, “Die ukrainische Volksgruppe,” Das Generalgouvernement,
I (December, 1940), 14-19.

3 This is shown not only by Hitler's express order to exercise caution in dealing
with the Ukrainians in the Generalgouvernement in order to avoid difficulties
with Russia (Memorandum for the files concerning the session of the RVA
[Reichsverteidigungsausschuss], Warsaw, March 2, 1940, EC 300; hercafter referred
to as EC 300), but also by the fact that even much later he requested Bormann
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thinking impelled the German rulers to regard Ukrainian nation-
alism as an ace in the hole for future contingencies. In order to
maintain its vigor, it was necessary to give it a certain minimum
of encouragement, however indirect and covert.

Moreover, the presence of several hundred thousand Ukrain-
ians in the Generalgouvernement offered the opportunity to put
into practice another favorite maxim of the Florentine theorist:
Divide et imperat The aim of this principle as adapted to Nazi
policy was the destruction of the national consciousness of the
peoples of the Generalgouvernement, so that they might be ab-
sorbed in the “higher” German nation if “racially suitable” or
maintained as docile Helots if they were “biologically inferior.”
The first step in this policy was to splinter the nationalities by
promoting a feeling of ethnic distinctiveness in each subgroup
and by favoring the smaller groups in the appointment of local
civil and police authorities. In line with this policy, the small
Ukrainian group in the Generalgouvernement was to be favored
at the expense of the Poles, who were regarded as the most dan-
gerous opponents of German interests in this area. In March,
1940, Hitler expressed his personal eagerness to utilize the anti-
Polish attitude of the Ukrainians. In order to avoid difhiculties
with the Soviet Union, however, he directed that no “Ukrainian
national party” or similar wide representation be formed but that
their role be confined to a consultative one within the General-
gouvernement.® In line with this dictum, Frank, the chief of the
Generalgouvernement administration, told his subordinates a
month later that, while he would by no means permit the founda-

to see that Leibbrandt's work UdSSR (which was strongly pro-Ukrainian) not be
spread even among Nazi members, since it might fall into the wrong hands
with bad results for German-Russian relations (Bormann to Rosenberg, November
25, 1940, CXLIII 258, Centre de Documentation Juive Contemporaine; hereafter
referred to as CXLIII 258))

“The exact phrase employed by Governor Frank to describe his policy toward
the nationalities in the Generalgouvernement (Extracts from the diary of Hans
Frank, Abteilungsleitersitzung, Cracow, April 12, 1940, p- 6, USSR Exhibit 223;
hereafter referred to as USSR Exhibit 223.)

® Mcmorandum  containing the general policy outlined by Himmler and ap-
proved by Hitler on the treatment of the Eastern Peoples, May, 1940, NO 1880
(hereafter referred to as NO 1880). Actually, Himmler wanted to split the Lemkos
off from the main body of Ukrainians; there is no evidence that any substantial

cffort was made to do so, however.
*EC 300,
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tion of an extensive national community organization by the
Ukrainians, he could allow the formation of a self-help and wel-
fare organization.”

The Nazi tactic envisaged using Ukrainian national feeling as
a counterweight to Polish sentiment to bolster German rule in
the Generalgouvernement. After the Poles had been destroyed as
a national entity, then the Ukrainians, too, would be absorbed
by the Germans or reduced to Helot status. Because the first stage
of the process required a lenient attitude toward the Ukrainians,
however, it was possiblg for nationalist groups in the General-
gouvernement to carry on limited but significant activity. Several
months before Hitler had made his decision concerning the for-
mation of a Ukrainian welfare body, the Ukrainians of the Gene-
ralgouvernement themselves proceeded to create a rudimentary
national organization. This step was not prevented because a num-
ber of the subordinate officials, particularly Dr. Fritz Arlt, the
chief of the nationalities section in the Generalgouvernement,
realized the need for securing the friendship of the Ukrainians
and endeavored to use their superiors’ purely tactical leniency
toward this group to grant the Ukrainians a measure of national
expression.t

The organizational work was begun with the construction of a
wide variety of community organizations wherever considerable
numbers of Ukrainians were found. For example, a Ukrainian
National Council was formed in the San River area, a Ukrain-
ian National Committee in Jaroslaw (Iaroslav), and a Ukrainian
Central Committee in Chelm.®* At first there appeared to be a
certain amount of rivalry between these centers, which were evi-
dently improvised by local groups without much consideration of
broader political interests.’® The more far-sighted elements of the
Ukrainian group in the Generalgouvernement were anxious,
however, to establish as strong a position as possible, and realized

TUSSR Exhibit 223,

8 This statement is based on interviews with German officials concerned and
with Ukrainians who were the beneficiaries of their temperate policy toward the
Ukrainian community. Interviews 8, 11, 36, 46.

® Krakivs’ki Visti, March 29, 1942, p. 3.

1] have no substantial evidence that the incipient conflict in the OUN created
any difficulties at this stage of the development of community organization.



50 Retrenchment and Revolt

that unity was necessary. Various elements cooperated in working
toward this unity, including members of parties such as the
Ukrainian National Democratic Union, which had been promi-
nent in legal life under Poland, and persons who had previously
played no active part in politics. Among the latter was Dr. Volo-
dymyr Kubiiovych, recognized as a leading geographer and ardent
patriot, but unfamiliar with politics. In addition to these ele-
ments, however, the OUN also played a prominent part. Its chief
representative was Colonel Sushko, who, after his forced retreat
from the San, remained in the German-occupied part of Poland
where he continued his collaboration with Wehrmacht authori-
ties, especially in the development of police units. Through the
efforts of these disparate groups, a meeting of the community
organizations was held in Cracow in mid-November, 1939. This
conference sent a delegation to Governor Frank.!!

Kubiiovych was the natural leader of this mission. While he was
politically inexperienced, he had enjoyed excellent contacts with
German scholars before the war and spoke fluent German. Unlike
many of the other leaders, he was not a refugee from the Soviet-
dominated territories but a native of the Lemko area, hence one
of the few available Ukrainians who would not afford grounds for
Soviet protest. Most important, he was able to maintain his initial
prestige as a patriot standing above parties because of his tact,
moderation, and good judgment, and was also to carry out the dif-
ficult task of negotiating with the Germans without losing his—
and hits fellow Ukrainians'—self-respect. At this stage, however, it
1s doubtful whether the project of forming a unified organization
could actually have been carried through, in spite of Kubiiovych's
ability, had 1t not been for the support of Colonel Sushko, with
his Nationalist organization and his close relations with the
German authorities.

At any rate, it was Kubitovych and Sushko who secured permis-
sion for the establishment of an association headed by a central
committee.'* The process of organizing the Ukrainian groups into
one association lasted a considerable time. This was due probably
to the natural difficulties encountered by the Ukrainian leaders

B Krakiwws’ki Visti, March 29, 1042, p- 3
¥ Ibid.; Interview 9.
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in working out a complex organization after twenty ycars of near-
exclusion from public administration, as well as to delay in secur-
ing the approval of Frank and Hitler. On April 13-15, 1940, how-
ever, representatives of Ukrainian groups were able to meet
openly in Cracow as a steering committee, and in early June this
body was formally recognized by Frank as the Ukrainian Central
Committee.!3

'The accomplishment was a considerable one, although on paper
the new body was extremely limited in its function which, in ac-
cordance with Hitler's mjunction, was defined as the improve-
ment of the welfare of the Ukrainian population of the General-
gouvernement. For this purpose, the committee was granted the
right to prepare a budget covered in part by allocation of funds
from the treasury of the Generalgouvernement and was allowed
to direct a network of Aid Committees throughout the Ukrain-
1an ethnographical area. Among the more important formal func-
tions of the organization was the distribution of aid received from
philanthropic agencies in the United States and from the Inter-
national Red Cross.'* As is usually the case with Ukrainian organi-
zations working under the shadow of arbitrary foreign regimes,
however, the formal aspect of its activity was not the most impor-
tant. Officially, the committee had no control over education, but
through its relations with the German authorities it was able to
exert great influence on the selection of teachers and the provi-
sion of instructional facilities. Through its control of welfare
funds, it was able to facilitate the attendance of numerous
children at the Ukrainian schools.!® Thus it rendered an im-
portant contribution to the reinvigoration of Ukrainian cultural
life throughout the area.

This educational activity was carried on in close connection
with the development of a Ukrainian press. The November con-
ference, in addition to laying the groundwork for a central rep-
resentative body, had founded (also under Dr. Kubiiovych’s
direction) a large-scale publishing agency which issued a series

18 Entsyklopediia Ukrainoznavstvo (Encyclopedia of Things Ukrainian), eds.
Volodymyr Kubiiovych and Zenon Kuzelia (Munich: Naukove Tovarystvo im.
Shevchenka, 1949), pp. 580-82.

1% [bid.

1% Interview 9.



59 Retrenchment and Revolt

of new school texts in Ukrainian, as well as popular editions of
Ukrainian works.!® Still more important, it began the publication
of a newspaper which stood head and shoulders above any other
Ukrainian publication in the German-dominated areas. Kraktvs'ki
Visti (Cracow News, as it was named after the Germans forbade
the use of “Ukrainian” in the title) was one of the few papers
which did not become a party organ but consistently served as
a forum for a broad variety of Ukrainian viewpoints. Moreover,
it was the only paper of this nature which possessed considerable
material resources and attracted numerous contributions from
writers of real talent. It was subjected to a censorship stricter than
that inflicted on Ukrainian papers in Greater Germany (although
much less severe than that of the papers later established under
German rule farther east); nevertheless, it was able to reflect
a considerable range of Ukrainian life and thought. As a result
it is an invaluable witness of the events of the war years.

From the standpoint of Ukrainian national interests, the favor-
able policy of the Germans toward the group’s cultural develop-
ment was particularly valuable in enabling it to regain some of
the ground lost under the Polish repression. It would take a
lengthy volume to detail the ways in which the Ukrainians were
able to improve their situation in this respect during the early
war years. A single statistic will suffice, however, to indicate the
general nature of the gains made. In the school year 1942-43
there were 4,173 Ukrainian-language schools in the Generalgou-
vernement,!” while on the corresponding territory before 1939
there were only 2,510—of which only 457 were exclusively
Ukrainian.'® The most marked advance took place in the Chelm
area, where, in the autumn of 1939, a large influx of intellectuals
fleeing Soviet rule in eastern Galicia brought a new vigor to the
cultural life of the Ukrainian community.!®

1% Krakivs'ki Visti, January 2, 1942, p. 3.

" This refers of course to the enlarged Generalgouvernement, which included
eastern Galicia. It is, however, indicative of an extension of the Ukrainian educa-
tional system which was if anything even more pronounced in the areas west
of the San and the Bug.

®P. Isaitv, article on Ukrainian schools in the Generalgouvernement during
the Second World War, Entsyklopediia Ukrainoznavstva, p. 952; Buell, p. 279.

The remainder were “mixed” schools which Buell says were given over to Polish
teachers.

*Iurii (George) Tarkovych, “Zabuti Zemli” (Forgotten Lands), Krakivs'ki Visti,
May 10, 1942, p. 1.
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To round out the picture, however, one must add that the
methods employed by the Ukrainians to win ground back from
the Poles were not limited to cultural development. In line
with the policy described above, the Germans frequently appointed
mayors of ethnographically mixed towns from among the Ukrain-
1an element, thus giving the latter a decided advantage in the
civil administration. The separate police system was also staffed
in a manner favorable to the Ukrainians, although the Germans
closely supervised this force. Nevertheless, in numerous cases
their position in the police detachments enabled the Ukrainians
to harass and even to attack the Poles.?

While the Ukrainian nationalist forces were being strengthened
by the creation of a new base in the Generalgouvernement, the
OUN was being gravely weakened by a fierce internal conflict.
The fundamental causes of this conflict have been examined in
the preceding chapters. Its catalytic element was the liberation
of the most active leaders of the younger generation from the
Polish prisons.

In Cracow, where most went, they came into contact with the
comrades with whom they had fought and suffered before their
imprisonment, and a new grouping rapidly coalesced. The nom-
inal leader was Volodymyr Lopatyns’kyi, who was the ofhcial
director of the krai OUN—I.e., the organization on Ukrainian
ethnographical territory in Poland.?? Along with him came other
young men who had long been active in the struggle against
the Polish authorities—]John Gavrusevych, Iaroslav Horbovyi,
Leo Rebet, and many others. For the most part these men, vigor-
ous as they were, had been confined, by the nature of their con-
spiratorial work, to Poland, and consequently were not very
familiar with the broader aspects of the OUN. They were a
hardened group of rebels, remarkably courageous and inured
to a life of insecurity, but deprived by this very training of

2 Activity report of the chief of the Ordnungspolizei, November 11, 1940,
Occ E-2 (11), in Yiddish Scientific Institute (hereafter referred to as Occ E-2 [11]).
This German official reported that “lack of proper training” enabled the Ukrainian
auxiliary police to take a partisan, even a vicious attitude toward the Poles, and
gave as an example the necessity of arresting two Ukrainian officers who had
failed to hinder attacks on Poles by armed Ukrainians.

i Interviews 24, 75.
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the opportunity to consider theoretical and complex questions.
There were among them, however, two young men who had
recently had the opportunity of observing the workings of the
organizational headquarters at first hand. One was Dmytro
Myron, who was later to prove to be a talented organizer of
undergrounds in the East Ukraine. The other was laroslav
Stets’ko.??

Among the entire group, Stets’ko (a priest’s son) was distin-
guished by his quick intelligence and ability to generalize his ex-
periences in the form of political prescriptions. Like most of the
others, he had been sentenced to imprisonment in connection
with the mass trial of OUN members in 1936. However, he had
not been proved to have been as deeply implicated as many, and
consequently was released before the outbreak of war. Taking an
active part in the organizational work of the OUN, he was called
to Rome by Mel'nyk in the summer of 1939 to help in prepara-
tion of the Second Congress. Stets’ko’s role in Rome is not entirely
clear. According to one version, he was relieved of his preparatory
duties by Stsibors’kyl when he proved unable to carry them out
satisfactorily;2® if this is true, the implied rebuke was hardly
likely to increase his love for his supplanter, and might indeed
have sown a seed of resentment against the entire leadership. At
any rate, it appears clear that the Provid was not prescient
enough to seize the opportunity to secure the lasting loyalty of
this brilliant young OUN member.

In retrospect, at least, Stets'ko was doubtful of the wisdom of
the policy he saw being implemented by the older men. It was
a cautious policy, and a particularly distasteful aspect of its cau-
tion, according to Stets'’ko, was the care taken to maintain good
relations with Germany, in spite of the repeated disappointments
which that power had inflicted on the Ukrainians. Before the
close of the Rome meeting, however, Stets’ko had a reassuring
conversation with Mel'nyk; after this, he temporarily threw his
support behind his chief. Mel'nyk might have had some qualms
about exalting himself as the chief of the Provid. In his youthful
enthusiasm Stets'’ko was willing to accept—at least in theory—

# Jaroslaw Stecko.
® Interview 67.
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the full implications of the authoritarian strain in OUN ideology.
In an enthusiastic speech he praised Mel'nyk as a great leader,
a heroic fighter, and called for unswerving loyalty to him such as
had been accorded Konovalets—"The leader is dead, long live
the leader!” 4

By the beginning of 1940, Stets'’ko, under the impact of the
fresh defeat of the OUN policy of alignment with the Germans
and the stimulation of more impatient members of his group, had
begun to express grave doubts concerning the official leaders of
the party. His abilities made him a valuable member of the
emerging faction, but it was not the kind of body which seeks
1its leader among intellectuals. The basic charge which it made
against the older generation was that it was timid, lacking in
determination: consequently, it was fitting that the rebel group
chose a leader who possessed to an unusual degree the qualities
of inflexible will and readiness for desperate action. This leader
was found in the peasant-born chief of the terrorist group which
had carried out the attacks on the Polish ofhcials—Stephen
Bandera.

By January, 1940, the new alignment was sufficiently solidified
for Bandera and Lopatyns'kyi to be able to go to Mel'nyk in
Rome with a series of demands.?s It is not clear precisely what
these dernands were, for the participants in the clash have held
to opposite versions. According to Bandera's supporters, the
kernel of their declaration was a demand for a change in orienta-
tion of OUN policy to make it less dependent on the Germans.
In particular, they say their leaders demanded that Mel'nyk
take the headquarters of the organization to a neutral state, and
from this vantage point bring about cooperation between the
OUN and the Western powers in forming a legion composed of
Ukrainians in France to aid Finland in her defense against Soviet

# Text in Nastup, December 13, 1941, p. 3. This article was of course pub-
lished long after the break, in order to discredit the Bandera followers. There
is no doubt that an article of this general tenor was written, however. The dis-
cussion of this opening phase has been based primarily on interviews (24 and 67)
with Ukrainian leaders particularly well acquainted with both sides of this early
stage of the controversy.

% Stepan (Stephen) Bandera, “V desiatu richnytsiu stvorennia Revoliutsiinoho
Provodu OUN" (On the Tenth Anniversary of the Creation of the Revolutionary
Directorate of the OQUN), Surma (February-March, 1950), p. 6
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attack.2® While these contentions have a certain air of plausibility,
in view of the past and future collaboration of the group around
Mel'nyk with the Germans, the adherents of the official leader
point out that Bandera himself cooperated with the Germans
when it suited his purpose and that Mel'nyk followers in France
worked with zeal for just such a legion as Bandera’s supporters
assert they proposed.??

While the content of many of the demands presented by
Bandera and Lopatyns’kyi is disputed, it is generally agreed that
the most precisely formulated item concerned a change 1n the
composition of the Provid. The krai leaders demanded the dis-
missal of Baranovs'kyi,?® Senyk, and Stsibors’kyi. Because of the
influence exercised by the two last-named leaders, compliance
with this demand would have meant a real revolution in the
direction of the OUN, especially since Bandera and his com-
panion urged that they be replaced by adherents of the younger
group. Aside from the intrinsic importance of this element of
the dispute, however, the reasons presented by the two emissaries
do much to reveal the psychology of the young rebels.

The charge made against Senyk harks back to the earliest
stages of dissension between the two generations in the National-
1st organization. When Bandera, Stets'ko, and the other Galician
terrorists were arrested for attacks on Polish government officials,
they were confronted with a mass of written evidence of con-
spiracy which made their defense hopeless, under the conditions
prevailing in Poland. This material was obtained by the Poles
from Czech officials, who had in turn obtained it in some un-
known manner. What is clear, however, is that Senyk, in his
capacity as administrative assistant to Konovalets’, had initially
prepared the documents. The kra: group was bitter over this
occurrence, attributing it to Senyk’s negligence in preparing such
dangerous documents and then in failing to safeguard them prop-

* Unlike the projected UNR legion mentioned in the preceding chapter, the
OUN plan called for an armed unit entirely separate from the émigré Polish
forces.

T Interview 52,

®For the involved charges against Baranovs'kyi, see OUN u Viini (The OUN

in the War), Information Section of the OUN (UNR), April, 1946, p. 37; Inter-
view 75, 7
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erly. Whether they were correct in this judgment is hard to
determine, but one can readily understand how such a feeling
could develop into hatred during the harsh years in prison. More
fundamentally, however, the accusation indicates the difficult
position of those who endeavor to direct a fanatic underground
movement from outside the country where the movement must
exist and suffer. It also sharply illuminates the basic tension be-
tween the man of action, of revolutionary élan, and the adminis-
trator who 1s never quite regarded as pulling his share of the load.

The accusation against Stsibors’kyi is even more revealing.
Several years previously, when he was an editor of Ukrainske
Slovo, the OUN organ in Paris, Stsibors’kyi had been approached
in the newspaper office by a Communist agent who tried to per-
suade him to betray the national cause. Instead of throwing the
man out, so the story goes, Stsibors’kyi had engaged him in an
ideological debate. The Bandera group now alleged that Stsi-
bors’kyi had failed to act promptly because he was really consider-
ing the Communist’s proposal, and bolstered their charge by
asserting that the presence of Stsibors'kyil’s sister in Kiev gave
the Soviet network a grip on him. In view of Stsibors’kyi’s vigor
in the anti-Communist cause, before and after the incident, this
accusation appears highly implausible. The emphasis on the
culpability of his arguing with the Communist is, on the other
hand, highly illuminating. As has been indicated, Stsibors’kyi was
a born theorist, a man who served the movement primarily by
words. Paradoxically, his own theory emphasized will, the need
for action, and the primacy of the Volkgeist. It remained—a sort
of poetic retribution—that his most extreme disciples, trained to
condemn the rationalist, turned first against his reputation, and
then in deadly earnest against his person.*

® The preceding discussion of the reasons for the split has been based primarily
on interviews (especially 24, 52, 67, 75) with several of the principal protagonists
and their close adherents. Published sources which deal with the controversy
include Bandera and OUN wu Viini, pp. 34-35, which represent the opposing view-
points. Somewhat more impartial (though leaning toward the Mel'nyk side) is
Vasyl’ Rudke (“R. Lisovii™), “Rozlam v OUN" (The Split in the OUN),
Ukrains’ki Visiti, May 23, 1949, p. 3, and October 27, 1949, p. 3. Rudko also avoids
attributing too much importance to the ostensible grounds of the split emphasized
by both sides and correctly stresses that the principal source of conflict was a
difference in temperament and background between the two generations.
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Whatever discussion may have taken place over the kra: rep-
resentatives’ other proposals, there is no question but that Mel'nyk
firmly rejected the demand to dismiss his colleagues. His critics
assert that this action is evidence of his inflexibility, or even of
his haughty attitude toward the younger members of the organiza-
tion. His admirers maintain that it is convincing proof of his
devotion to principle, his loyalty to faithful companions. Which-
ever judgment is correct, the failure to reach an agreement soon
led to open conflict. Bandera and Lopatyns'’kyi returned home,
and on February 10, at a secret conclave of the Galician youth
leaders in Cracow, Bandera was designated the chief of a new,
“revolutionary” Provid.3?

Most of the remainder of 1940 was spent in a sharp struggle
of the opposing factions to consolidate positions and win over
uncommitted elements. At first the contest was conducted with
some restraint on both sides. There remained some possibility
of reconciliation.?! Antagonism between the rival factions was
greatly exacerbated, however, by efforts of the kra: group to win
over some of the senior members of the organization. Nearly all
of the latter felt it was the height of presumption for the younger
men to form a counter-directorate. Moreover, they asserted that
the attempts of the Bandera followers to gain their sympathy
amounted to urging them to betray their comrades; thus they felt
the proposals were dishonorable as well as impertinent.3> On the
other hand, the young generation felt that it was merely attempt-
ing to overthrow an inflexible and arbitrary leadership in order
to carry out the true aims of the organization. Consequently
they bitterly resented the scornful rejection accorded them by the
older men.

Matters came to a head with a series of coups and counter-coups
in midsummer. For example, a group of young Bandera adherents
tried to take over the headquarters of the Ukrainian Central
Committee in Cracow. The administrative officials, most of whom
were not afhliated with the OUN, regarded them with more
annoyance than outright hostility, but when Colonel Sushko

* Bandera, p. 4.

¥ Ukrains'kvi Visnyk, October 19, 1941, p. 2;: Bohdan Mykhailiuk, Bunt Bandery
(Bandera's Rebellion) (1950), pp. 52 fi.

®OUN u Viini, p. 37.
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returned he quickly ejected them.?® Then, in August, he led a
small group of his followers, probably drawn from the auxiliary
police units in which he was active, in a raid on the Bandera head-
quarters 1n Cracow, which resulted in the disruption of their
clandestine press and the seizure of a number of documents.3*
By that time all negotiations for reunion had been broken off,
and by November the conflict flared up in open violence in the
streets of Cracow.?*

The conflict constantly grew more bitter, not only in the
Generalgouvernement, but also in Greater Germany. Here all
Ukrainians (except the adherents of the Het'man's Hromada,
who, as has been pointed out, were in the great majority East
UKrainians) were supposed to be joined in the UNO (Ukrains'ke
Natsional'ne Ob"iednannia—Ukrainian National Union) which
was accorded semiofficial recognition by the German authorities.
Ofhcially the organization was nonpartisan; it recognized national-
ism as the guiding i1deology, however, and in practice was a social
and welfare adjunct of the OUN.?*® At the head of this group
stood Colonel Tymosh Omel’chenko who, like the other leading
members, was a strong supporter of the Nationalists. Like most
of their generation, these men sided with Mel'nyk and the “legit-
imate” Provid when the younger generation broke away. They
ordered all members to report attempts at “disruptive work™ 37
and eventually cleansed the organization of active supporters of
Bandera.?® Their stand was of importance, for the UNO was
constantly growing in numbers and strength in this period, due
to the heavy influx of Ukrainians from the areas occupied by
Hungary and the USSR. Whereas in 1937 it had only a few
score members, nearly four hundred were added in 1938, about
two thousand in 1939, and almost eleven thousand in 1940.% Since
the Ukrainian immigrants were largely factory and agricultural
workers, branches were formed in numerous towns throughout

3 Interview 9.

% QUN u Viini, p. 33n; Zynovii Matla, Pivdenna pokhidna hrupa (The Southern
Task Force) (Munich: Tsitsero, 1952), p. 4.

% Nastup, November 16, 1940; Ukrains’ka Diisnist’, December 1, 1940, p. L.

® Ukrains'kyi Visnyk, January 10, 1943, p. 3.

 Ukrains'kyi Visnyk, September 10, 1940, p. 2.

B Cf. Occ E-4 (5).

® [Jkrains’kyi Visnyk, January 10, 1943, p. 8.
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Germany proper, the Protectorate, and the districts newly an-
nexed from Poland.#® As they were unable to control the accepted
organization, however, Bandera’s supporters rapidly set about
forming cells of their own. Thus by 1941 there were parallel and
antagonistic centers of Ukrainian life in many towns and 1n-
dustrial establishments in Greater Germany.*!

In their efforts to win control of the nationalist movement,
both parties resorted to arguments as well as organizational pres-
sure. Much of this was oral, especially on the part of the kra:
group which, in comparison with the Mel'nyk following, pos-
sessed neither the physical plant nor the experienced polemicists
for a press contest. They stressed the hesitancy and failures of
the older Provid, argued that it was dependent on foreigners,
and asserted that the other generation of leaders wished to revert
to a purely military, tactical organization of the UVO type, leav-
ing political and ideological questions to the legal parties like
the UNDO.#? Fundamentally, however, as previously indicated,
the rebels’ appeal was to youth, will, action.

The rebuttal offered by Mel'nyk’s supporters is easier to follow
because it could be expressed in openly published periodicals,
although in a somewhat veiled form. Part of the defense was
provided by nonmembers, especially by church leaders. Bishop
John Buchko, who was considered to be a close associate of
Sheptyts’kyi, and who later headed the entire Ukrainian Greek
Catholic Church, was vigorous in his praise of Mel'nyk. The
bishop was at the time in America, where he was making a
pastoral visit to Ukrainian immigrants; in an interview in New
York he was reported to have declared that the Ukrainian
Nationalists represented the flower of the nation and to have
said they possessed in Mel'nyk an outstanding personality as

“ That is, Posen and West Prussia; the UNO did not exist in the General-
gouvernement, ’

“ As was indicated somewhat later by the ability of Bandera’s followers to obtain
from groups of Ukrainians working in Germany the submission of numerous
petitions for his rclease from imprisonment. These documents may be found in
Occ E-4 (9), in Yiddish Scientific Institute (hereafter referred to as Occ E-4 [9)).
Sce also the denunciation of “diversive work” among Ukrainian workers in Germany
in Ukrains’kyi Visnyk, March 30, 1941, p. 1.

“ Bandera, p. 2. Unfortunately, I have not been able to secure any of the semi-
clandestine publications of this period. Substantially the same :-irguments are
repeated in a clandestine publication of April, 1942 (Biuleten’, No. 4, pp. 5-7).
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leader.*® As previously noted, Monsignor Voloshyn likewise chose
this time to praise Mel'nyk above other Nationalist leaders. In
spite of the prestige of their authors, however, it is questionable
whether such statements were conducive to strengthening Mel'-
nyk's position in view of the pronounced anticlericalism of the
youthtul circles.t*

A major part of the Mel'nyk adherents’ argument, however,
consisted of emphasis on the duty, in an authoritarian organiza-
tion such as the OUN, of subordination to the leadership. As has
been shown, Mel'nyk’s own character and views rendered this
line somewhat ineffective. Nevertheless, the party organs came to
carry more and more eulogies of the director, and theoretical
discussions of the nature of his position became more frequent.*
A major problem for any authoritarian organization is the estab-
lishment of the legitimacy of the leader. If force cannot quell
doubts, appeal must be made to his sanction by some figure of
the past who 1s held in veneration by all. Therefore 1t was firmly
asserted that Konovalets’ had designated Mel’'nyk as his successor,
and that Mel'nyk had called the Rome congress in compliance
with his long-range instructions.*®* Those “calling themselves
nationalists” yet falling into the “democratic-liberal vices” of in-
dividual defiance of authority and party intrigue were roundly
denounced.*” Somewhat later, in stressing the military duty of
members of the OUN to observe discipline, one spokesman of the
“legitimate” group declared that exclusion from the organization
meant ‘‘moral death.” *8

There remained yet another area in which the struggle for
power was waged. It has been noted that nearly all of the in-

 Nastup, October 19, 1940, p. 3.

# Other influential elements supported Mel'nyk, or at least condemned the tactics
of Bandera's followers, but were more guarded in their criticism. Kubiiovych
wrote an article deploring the political rashness and violence of the youth
(Ukrains’kyi Visnyk, March 30, 1941, p. 1). A number of professors addressed an
appeal for national unity above party interests to Ukrainian youths in the higher
schools in Greater Germany (Ukrains’kyi Visnyk, April 10, 1941, p. 1).

“E.g., on Dccember 14, 1940, Nastup devoted the entire first page to Mel'nyk
on the occasion of his birthday; again, on December 21, almost all of page 1 was
devoted to him.

 Nastup, October 5, 1940, p. 1.

“ Nastup, October 12, 1940, p. 1.

“ Nastup, May 24, 1941, p. 4.
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fluential older members rejected the proposals of the Bandera
group for alliance. There was one exception—Iarii. The adopted
Ukrainian had for some time been at odds with Mel'nyk concern-
ing, it is said, financial accounting and his own desire for freedom
from Mel'nyk’s control in negotiating with the Germans.*® In the
emergence of a new center larii evidently saw an opportunity to
escape distasteful subordination to what he considered an émigre
clique which was hopelessly confused as to its real aims. Conse-
quently, he broké completely with the old Provid and brought his
valuable contacts to the krai group, in whose youthful energy he
saw the only hope for developing a liberation force.*® In so doing,
however, he helped turn many Ukrainian elements against the
new movement, for it appeared strange that among members of
the Provid the foreigner alone should have joined Bandera’s
group. Almost from the beginning this circumstance appears to
have given rise to the suspicion that foreign powers—the Soviet
Union as well as Germany—had inspired the rebellion to weaken
the Nationalist movement.®? Just what Iaril’s relationship to the
Germans was 1s hard to determine, but it appears fairly certain
that rumors that he was connected with the Communists are un-
founded.

Such suspicions did not, however, prevent the krai group from
proceeding with 1ts organization. As will be shown, a strong net-
work of underground workers was maintained in Soviet-occupied
Galicia under authority of the insurgent Provid. In the General-
gouvernement, too, considerable progress was registered. In
March, 1941, a general conference of the "OUN-B[andera]” was
held in Cracow, called, in rejection of the Rome conference, the
“Second Congress of the OUN.” 52 By this time, a large part of
the younger generation was included in the new movement, and
already sub-factions were beginning to appear. On the one hand,
the “activists,” Bandera and his first lieutenant, Stets’ko, remained

“ Interview 67.

® According to a letter which Iarii wrote to e, dated Easter, 1953.

® Ukrains’kyt Visnvk, September 10, 1940, p. 2.

®*Mykola (Nicholas) Lebed’, UPA4: Ukrains’ka Pouvstans’ka Armiia (UPA: The
Ukrainian Insurrectionary Army) (Presove Biuro UHVR, 1946), p. 14; Petro Mir-
chuk, Akt vidnovlennia ukrains’koi derzhavnosty, 30 chervnia 1941 roku (The Act

of Renewal of Ukrainian Statehood, June 30, 1941) (New York: Holovna Uprava
Organizatsii Oborony Chotyr'okh Svobid Ukrainy, 1952), p. 17.
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in complete control of the organizational framework. They were
powerfully aided by Nicholas Lebed’, one of the original group of
krai leaders, who was now confirmed as third in command. More
important, Lebed’ began the organization of the Sluzhba Bezpeky,
the security service. Like all organizations, be they underground
or in full power, which demand monolithic conformity to a
leader and a casting aside of scruples in the choice of means, the
OUN-B was obliged to have its secret police. In Lebed’—small
In stature, quiet, yet determined, hard—the S.B. found a well-
qualified leader, but one who was to acquire for himself and
his organization an unenviable reputation for ruthlessness.

Apparently somewhat apart from the leading group stood a
number of young men whose chief interest in the organization was
military. They were not yet very important, but their most typical
representative, Roman Shukevych, was later to rise rapidly. Sull
farther from the guiding nucleus was a group whose aims tended
to include social as well as national aspects of the hoped-for revo-
lution. Their leader was John Mitrynga, son of Galician peasants,
who had been designated by Konovalets’ as a special “referent”
for social questions. He and his companions were too obscure
to secure a place of power in the organization, but it 1s claimed
that they exerted a certain influence on the formulation of its
platform. This program, indeed, while it reiterated the “volun-
tarist”’ elements of will, action, discipline, contempt of reason and
the “nationalist” element of supremacy of the nation (the deca-
logue of the movement is said to have required its members to
place the interests of the Ukrainian nation above all else), gave
some room to consideration of social matters. While the Commu-
nist system was denounced, liberal capitalism was condemned
and an ill-defined socialism advocated.™

While the strongest Ukrainian party was being torn by factional
conflict, its members, along with those of less authoritarian group-
ings, were trying to maintain a vestige of independent life in the

5 Borys Levits'’kyi, “Istorychne znachennia rozlamu v OUN" (The Historical
Significance of the Split in the OUN), Vpered, No. 2 (11) (1950}, pp. 5-6. The
discussion of the trends and personalities in the newly formed OUN-B has been
based primarily on interviews (24, 31, 75, 76) with several of its most active mem-
bers.
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areas acquired by the Soviet Union. Galicia, the real base of
organized Ukrainian nationalism, had passed under Communist
control in September, 1939. At first the leaders of the legal parties
appeared not to realize the full implications of this transter. Most
of them had been brought up under the relatively tolerant Aus-
trian regime, and even under Poland they had been able to main-
tain a position of strained association with the sovereign power,
A considerable number of them felt, or at least hoped, that this
might also be possible under the Soviet regime. It must be em-
phasized that they were thoroughly anti-Communist; most of them
had fought Communism when it was a strong force in Galicia 1n
the twenties. The party they knew then, however, with its em-
phasis on Ukrainian nationalism and its still incomplete totali-
tarianism, represented an entirely different opponent from the
Communist Party which ruled the Soviet state in 1939.

On September 22, as the Soviet troops approached L’vov, the
octogenarian Constantine Levits'kyl, once a major leader of the
West Ukrainian Republic, began the formation of a Ukrainian
nonpartisan committee to deal with the occupier. With the help
of Dr. Stephen Baran, a prominent leader of the UNDO, whose
account furnishes most of the details of this episode, some twenty
community leaders were brought together. This group chose a
seven-man delegation to deal with the Red army. It was two days
before they could obtain an audience with General Ivanov, the
Soviet commander, who received them courteously but referred
them to one Mishchenko, “‘director of civil affairs on the western
front.” 5 The latter spoke fair words in fluent Ukrainian; he
promised that there would be no repression, that all that had
taken place before the Soviet occupation would be left in oblivion.
When it came to detailed requests, however—the emissaries were
especially concerned to secure the safety of the cultural society
Prosvita and the Greek Catholic Church—Mishchenko in turn
referred them to the specialized officials charged with these “de-
tails.”

The aged Dr. Levits'’kyi returned home, evidently satisfied that
his mission to the new okkupant had been successful. His more

® There were at least three high-ranking officials of this name in the Ukrainian
Communist Party at that time,
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cautious aide, Dr. Baran, however, in his capacity as a director
of the largest Ukrainian newspaper, Dilo, went with the editor of
Novyi Chas, Zenon Pelens’kyi, to confer with A. T. Chekaniuk,
head of the newly installed press affairs office, concerning con-
tinuation of Ukrainian journalistic activities.’ Then the true
nature of the Soviet conquest began to reveal itself. Chekaniuk
was already installed in the editorial offices of Dilo and evidently
perfectly acquainted with the views and backgrounds of his peti-
tioners. He showed them a staff of twenty newly arrived Soviet
journalists who were already preparing the publication of Dilo’s
successor, the Communist Vil'na Ukraina. Then he made it
perfectly clear to his “‘guests” that while some use might be found
for their talents if they were properly directed, the direction itself
was already, and would remain, completely in the hands of the
Communists.3®

Within a week, several leading figures in the Ukrainian com-
munity, including Constantine Levits'’kyi and the secretary of
the representative committee, John Nymchuk, had been arrested.
For the time being, however, the actual members of the delega-
tion to Soviet headquarters were spared, and several managed
to escape to German-occupied territory.5” The leaders of the UNDO
were also arrested; Dr. Dmytro Levits'kyi, the head of the party
and of the Ukrainian delegation in the Polish parliament, was
arrested on September 28 and so were his most important col-
leagues about the same time. The arrested leaders were sent to
Moscow—it is said to the infamous Lubianka prison—and with
rare exceptions have not been heard of since.®® The Communists,
after getting rid of the principal nationalist politicians, quickly
proceeded with their own political organization of Galicia and
Volhynia. Even the official Soviet version indicates that a minimum

8 Chekaniuk, a specialist in political journalism, was editor of the major Kiev
newspaper Komunist, and in 1940 became a candidate of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Ukraine.

% The preceding paragraphs are based largely on Stepan Baran's article, “Zustrich
z bol'shevykamy” (Encounter with the Bolsheviks), Krakivs'ki Visti, April 12, 1942,
p. 2, and April 14, 1942, p. 2, confirmed in all essential aspects by Interviews 41, 78.

5 Baran, ‘‘Zustrich,” Krakivs’ki Visti, April 12, 1942, p. 2.

8 Krakivs'ki Visti, March 22, 1942, p. 4. In one town at least, participants in the
revolutionary struggle for Ukrainian independence also seem to have been singled
out for arrest or execution (Krakivs’ki Visti, August 3, 1941, p. 2).
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time was allotted to the process of registering “popular approval”
for incorporation of the occupied lands in the Soviet Union. A
“Ukrainian National Congress,” “elected” immediately after the
Soviet invasion, met on October 26; on November 1 the head
of its plenary committee, M. 1. Panchyshyn, sent a request for
admission to the Ukrainian Soviet Republic; on November 15,
the Verkhovna Rada (Supreme Soviet) of the latter division of
the Soviet state approved the request; thus East and West Ukraine
were “‘united.” %

In spite of the complete replacement of independent press and
political organizations by Communist agencies, however, a strong
effort was made in the early months to attract support for the
new regime. Perhaps one reason for this attempt was the desire
to influence Ukrainians still outside the enlarged Soviet Ukrain-
ian Republic, especially in the Generalgouvernement. In a proto-
col to the German-Soviet Boundary and Friendship Treaty of
September 28, 1939, which had defined the frontier between the
parts of Poland annexed by the two totalitarian powers, 1t was
provided that the government of the USSR should place no ob-
stacles 1n the way of migration of ethnic Germans from eastern
Poland to Germany. This secured for the Nazis the right to “bring
home” the tens of thousands of German-speaking Volhynians. In
return, Germany acknowledged an equal right of Belorussians
and Ukrainians to migrate to the Soviet Union.®® In accordance
with a further provision of the protocol, a Soviet “‘repatriation”
commission was allowed to travel through the Lemko region in
early 1940;%1 by the end of June, it had induced only thirty-five
hundred Ukrainians to cross the border into the Soviet Union,
however.%?

®S. M. Belousov and O. P. Ohloblyn, Zakhidna Ukraina (The West Ukraine)
(Kiev: Akademiia Nauk URSR, Instytut Istorii Ukrainy, 1940), pp. 108 ff.

® Germany, Auswiirtiges Amt, Nazi-Soviet Relations, 1939-1941: Documents from
the Archives of the German Foreign Office, eds. Raymond James Sontag and James
Stuart Beddie (Washington: Department of State, 1948), pp. 104-5.

@ Krakauer Zeitung, February 18-19, 1940, p. 6, reports the departure of one
thousand Ukrainians from this area after a visit of the Soviet commissioners.

“ According to Nastup, June 29, 1940, pp. 2-3. In an article which was remark-
ably hostile to the Soviet regime, in view of the latter's publicly cordial relations
with Germany at that time, the Nationalist paper stated that the “intensive propa-
ganda” of the Soviet commission, aided by “the pro-Russian intelligentsia’ but
combatted by “healthy Ukrainian elements,” had resulted in the meager migration
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The campaign to win friends in Galicia and Volhynia was in
part negative; measures which were most likely to inflame anti-
Soviet sentiments were avoided. The church was not entirely
suppressed, though it was sharply criticized.®® Its real property
was confiscated and the religious orders disbanded.** The Soviet
authorities weakened the influence of the church on the youth
by hiquidating the Catholic school system and forcibly inducting
the children into Communist organizations.®® However, the per-
son of Metropolitan Sheptyts'kyl was respected.®® The part of the
intelligentsia which was not prominent in politics was allowed
to remain at large, although persons in callings such as the law
sometimes found 1t necessary to turn to nonprofessional work.%
On the more positive side, the Ukrainian language was given a
far greater scope than it had enjoyed under Polish rule. In
particular, the University of L'vov was formally Ukrainized in
language and personnel, although it is said that the resistance of
remaining Polish professors to lecturing in Ukrainian was not
harshly dealt with.®® Students from the East Ukrainian univer-
sities were brought on tours to the West Ukraine, and L’vov
students made Communist-sponsored trips to Kiev.®® Other ele-

cited. Either this is one of the not too infrequent examples of ability of the
Prague publication to print items contrary to German policy, or someone in
authority gave the signal for an anti-Soviet attitude even at that early date. In
the latter case it may have been a subtle riposte in the hidden conflict over Soviet
demands for Bukovina. On the other hand, as early as March the Krakauer Zeitung
printed a report by a German who had visited the villages of the Lemko area. He
praised the young Ukrainians, noting that they wore the national blue and yellow
colors and greeted him with “Heil Hitler!” and “Slava Ukraina!” (Glory to the
Ukraine) (Krakauer Zeitung, March 7, 1940, p. b).

® See F. Iastrebov, “Uniats'’ke dukhovenstvo na sluzhbi u polskoho panstva” (The
Uniate Clergy in the Service of the Polish Aristocracy), Komunist, October 9, 1939,

Q
d % “Die Tragodie der ukrainisch-katholischen Kirche,” Ukraine in Vergangenheit
und Gegenwart, January, 1952, p. 14.

 Krakivs’ki Visti. March 18, 1942, p. 4; Stepan (Stephen) Baran, Mytropolyt
Andrei Sheptyts’kyi (Metropolitan Andrew Sheptyis’kyi) (Munich: Vernyhora
Ukrains'’ke Vydavnyche Tovarystvo, 1947), p. 112.

® [bid.

* Interview 36.

% For the official Soviet version see M. Marchenko (the new rector of the Uni-
versity of L'vov), “L'vivs’kyi Universytet na novykh shliakhakh” (L'vov University
on New Paths), Komunist, December 16, 1939, p. 2.

® Interview 51; Krakivs'ki Visti, September 17, 1943, on a trip of about forty
students of the L’'vov veterinary school to Kiev in the spring of 1940.
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ments of the Galician population—teachers, physicians, artists—
were brought to Kiev to participate in Ukrainian cultural
activities.™

After a comparatively short time, however, the Soviet adminis-
tration appears to have become convinced that this “generous”
treatment of Ukrainian national aspirations was unrewarding.
About the middle of 1940, the Ukrainian occupation troops,
which had evidently been on too friendly terms with the local
population, were withdrawn and replaced by units recruited in
Central Asia.” A strip along the border with the Generalgouverne-
ment was cleared of its population to a depth of several miles,
and crossing was made almost impossible.™> A start was made in
the collectivization of agriculture.”™ No less important than these
deliberate measures perhaps was the sending of tens of thousands
of “carpetbagger” Soviet state, party, and army ofhcials to the
West Ukraine, where by their alien aspect (many were Russian)
and their sheer numbers they severely irritated the local popula-
tion.”™

While it is impossible to know what the Soviet motives for
introducing a harsher policy were, one may guess that the negative
reaction of the population to the “tolerant” epoch played a part.
The Soviet authorities probably discovered soon that the student
exchanges had an effect opposite to that intended, for the West
Ukrainian students were disagreeably surprised by the material

" Arthur W. Just, in Krakauer Zeitung, August 12, 1941, p. 5.

™ Mykhailo Kohut, “Iak zhylo halyts’ ke selo pid bol'shevykamy” (How a Galician
Village Lived under the Bolshenl\s) Krakivski Visti, March 1, 1942, p. 6; Report
of interview with Dr. H. ]J. Bever (a German official who had been active in
Galicia), Ukrains’kyi Visnyk, July 16, 1941, p. 3.

™ Nastup, June 29, 1940, p. 3; Krakivs'ki Visti, November 10, 1940, p. 3, based
on an article in the Frankfurter Zeitung.

" Kohut in Krakivs'ki Visti, March 1, 1942, p. 6; Krakivs’ki Visti, November 25,
1941, p. 2, and May 17, 1942, p. 4.

™ Krakivs’ke Visti, January 13, 1942, p. 4, states that, due to the influx of Polish
refugees from the German military campaign and the arrival of Soviet officials,
the population of L'vov increased from 318,000 to 450,000 under Soviet occupation.
On August 14, 1941, it printed a letter from L'vov stating that Soviet officials and
their families in L'vov had numbered 100,000. Just (Krakauer Zeitung, August 12,
1941, p. 5) concludes from the number of votes cast in the Soviet election in
Stanislav in the summer of 1940 that the population of that city must have in-
creased by over 40,000, 1,000 of whom, he says, were NKVD officers.
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poverty of the East Ukraine and the predominance in many
nominally Ukrainian places of the Russian language and cul-
ture.” East Ukrainian students coming to L'vov, on the other
hand, had their first opportunity to become infected with the
“virus” of “bourgeois nationalism.” ’® Aside from producing these
undesired ideological results, the earlier policy failed to prevent
underground work by the Nationalist youth of Galicia.

Most of the members of the OUN were not able, of course, to
leave the Soviet-occupied area. It is impossible to secure reliable
evidence concerning the exact extent to which those who re-
mained could carry on'their activities, but it is certain that they
carefully refrained from open opposition. Nevertheless, late in
1940 the NKVD succeeded in tracking down a large number of
Nationalists; they were sentenced to death or prison after a pro-
ceeding in L'vov known in the OUN accounts as the “trial of the
fifty-nine.” Among those sentenced to death was Krymins'kyi,
the chief of the OUN movement in Soviet-occupied territories.”
In all likelihood, he and his companions had sided with Bandera
in the dispute with Mel’'nyk. Certainly, the remaining members
who, in spite of severe losses, were able to continue as an organ-
ized underground, were firm adherents of the new leader. The
new underground director, John Klymiv, was in fact one of
the most fanatical supporters which this fanatical movement
of the younger generation could boast.”® While there were un-
doubtedly many supporters of Colonel Mel'nyk in Galicia, it 1s
doubtful whether they were active—or rash-—enough to form
what could be called an underground, although apparently agents
kept up sporadic contacts with headquarters in the Generalgou-
vernement.

The situation in Volhynia was less favorable to Nationalist
activity than that in Galicia, since the OUN had never enrolled
such a high proportion of the youth there. Throughout most if
not all of the area, Mel'nyk and Bandera apparently had no

" Krakivs'ki Visti, September 17, 1943, p. 3.

7 Interview 51.

7 See, for example, Mykhailiuk, p. 4. Ct. Ukrains’kyi Visnyk, August 17, 1941, p.
4, reprinting an article from Ukrains’ki Shchodenni Visti (L'vov).

" Interview 43.
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organizations, though agents were probably present.” The UNR,
on the other hand, as will be described, was able to establish loose
connections with a group which had been formed by nationalist
youths in the remote Kostopol' (Kostopil’)-Liudvipol’ (Liud-
vypil’) area near the former border between Polish and Soviet
Volhynia.

The situation in Bukovina prior to June, 1940, had in many
respects closely paralleled that which existed in Galicia before
September, 1939. The small Ukrainian population (about one
quarter of a million persons) was subjected to a denationalizing
policy by the Rumanian government, which included severe limita-
tions on the use of Ukrainian in education and restriction of the
press and of cultural activities. As in Galicia, there was a legal press
and party, however, which endeavored to work within the scope
permitted by the Rumanian authorities. There was also a fairly
large section of the OUN, working underground. Corresponding
—less closely—to Volhynia, was a considerable area of Ukrainian
settlement in southern Bessarabia. This section of the Ukrainian
ethnic group, however, was so backward culturally and so cut off
geographically from contact with districts in which nationalism
was strong that it appears to have played almost no role in the
nationalist movements of the war period.

In June, 1940, while Germany was still occupied with the final
phases of the French campaign, the Soviet Union began to press
claims for territorial cessions from Rumania. It had long been
recognized that Moscow would seize the first favorable moment
to secure the retrocession of Bessarabia, the annexation of which
by Rumania it had never recognized. Demands for Bukovina,
however, apparently came as something of a shock to the German
negotiators who were preparing a settlement of the Russian
demands. They objected on the grounds that Bukovina had never
been a part of the Russian Empire and that it contained a large

™ \Iel'nyk adherents have since claimed that their organizers who had been in
Volhynia for a considerable time were killed by Bandera followers shortly before
or after the outbreak of the German-Soviet war; see Mykhailiuk, p. 88; O. Shuliak,
V im'ia pravdy: Do istorii poustanoho rukhu v Ukraini (In the Name of Truth:

?(;;7[116 History of the Insurrectionary Movement in the Ukraine) (Rotterdam,
Y, p- 10.
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German colony. Molotov countered that it was the last “missing
piece” of the Ukraine, though he agreed to limit his demands to
the northern, predominantly Ukrainian part and offered to per-
mit the repatriation of the ethnic German minority.8

Germany was not ready for a break with the USSR; conse-
quently Rumania was forced to give way. On June 28, her
forces evacuated Chernovtsy (Chernivtsi),5! the Bukovinian cap-
ital, and the Red Army took over. The sequence of events was
similar to that which had occurred nine months previously in
L’vov, but the tempo was quicker. The leading newspaper, Chas,
was Sovietized and a new Communist organ, Nova Rada, founded,
though a number of Ukrainian books forbidden under Rumanian
rule were authorized.®? The Ukrainian People’s House and other
national cultural societies were closed. At the same time, the
Soviet press assailed the repressive measures which the Rumanians
had taken against Ukrainian cultural life. Soviet writers were
indignant at the difficulties experienced by the Ukrainian intelli-
gentsia in Chernovtsy, although they denounced the Petliurist
elements among them.®¥ Numerous leading Ukrainians were not
allowed to enjoy their new “intellectual freedom,” but were
arrested or shot as nationalist “‘counterrevolutionaries.” It is said,
however, that the German consul and the commission for
evacuating the ethnic Germans succeeded in taking out numer-
ous Ukrainian political leaders and priests of the Orthodox
Church.?* In any case, many thousands of refugees, mostly young
people, found their way to Germany, where a large proportion
provided an invigorating element for the segment of the OUN
which had remained under Mel'nyk.%®

The subjection of the West Ukraine to Soviet rule brought
death or imprisonment to a considerable number of prominent
Ukrainians; the entire population was oppressed by a heavy

® Ambassador von der Schulenburg in Moscow to Auswirtiges Amt, June 26,
1940, Nazi-Soviet Relations, p. 159.

@ Rumanian Cerniuti; German Chernowiltz.

B Nastup, August 3, 1940, p. 3.

8 “Besarabiia i pivnichna chastyna Bukovyny” (Bessarabia and the Northern
Part of Bukovina), Komunist, June 30, 1940, p. 2; S. Zhurakovych and Ie. Patner,
“Misto pod Prutom” (City on the Pruth), Komunist, July 5, 1940, p. 3.

S Krakivs'ki Visti, September 7, 1941, p. 3.

% See Chapter IV.
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weight of fear and by severe limitations on its freedom. These
factors were to be of great importance, for they created a state of
mind in which the Ukrainians of the area would at least initially
welcome any force which opposed the Soviet Union, without close
examination of its nature. Soviet occupation covered a relatively
short period of time, however, and the policies prescribed by
Moscow were tempered in the first months by a desire to avoid
alienating the inhabitants. Consequently, the severity of the
Communist rule was not sufhcient to destroy the material or
psychological base for future revival of nationalist strength. In
this respect, the severe factional strife which had arisen during
the same period in the areas subject to German control was more
important, for it meant that at a decisive moment in their history
the Ukrainian nationalists could not speak with a single voice.



IV. THE OPENING OF
THE UKRAINE

LoxG BEFORE the Western world guessed his intentions Hitler had
begun preparations for a campaign against the Soviet Union. As
early as 1940 the Germans surreptitiously formed military train-
ing units for Ukrainians. Their enlistment was concealed by offi-
cial statements that the units were for Volksdeutsche (ethnic Ger-
mans) only, and the purpose of the units was disguised by
designating the Reichsarbeitdienst (Reich Labor Service) to be
the supervising agency in the Generalgouvernement. Under this
camouflage large numbers of Ukrainians were trained for police
duty. More advanced training was carried out in Germany under
direction of the Wehrmacht. In a number of camps instructors
for future Ukrainian police units and interpreters for laison
with the German army were prepared.! At first, the chief Ukrain-
ian organizer of this work was Colonel Sushko, and the training
units were under the influence of the Mel'nyk group. After the
split had fully developed, however, Bandera elements secured
the upper hand in many of the groups, which were predomi-
nantly composed of young men fitted for active field service.?
Either because they were naturally interested in employing the
young and physically qualified Ukrainians in the Bandera party
for the forthcoming campaign, or because they were dissatisfied
with the previous efforts of the OUN-M (Mel'nyk group) to pur-
sue a somewhat independent course, the Germans turned more
and more to the insurgent faction. This was especially the case
when, in the early spring of 1941, the comparatively unconcealed
development of Ukrainian units was begun by the Wehrmacht.

1Stepan (Stephen) Huliak, “Polk im. Kholodnoho Iaru v Rivnomu” (The
Kholodnyi Iar Regiment in Rovno), Visti Bratstva kol. Voiakiv I. UD UNA
(August-September, 1952), p. 7.

?MS D.
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The first such unit was known by the code name “Nachtigall”
and was organized in the Generalgouvernement. Nominally, only
its enlisted personnel were Ukrainian, while all officers were
German. Actually, as the Germans well knew, there was a whole
staff of “unofficial” Ukrainian officers, headed by the leader of
the “military tendency” in the OUN-B, Roman Shukevych. At
first “Nachtigall” had only about one hundred and fifty men, but
at the outbreak of war it was expanded to battalion strength.?

A second unit, larger but of less political significance, was
formed in Austria. Ukrainians were allowed a greater degree of
formal authority than in “Nachtigall.” In de facto command was
Colonel Iarii, the dissident member of the old Provid, who was at
once highly esteemed by his young subordinates and on the
closest personal terms with the Abwehr officers charged with the
formation of the units. John Gavrusevych, one of the top leaders
of the Bandera group, was in charge of recruitment; his source
of manpower lay in the large Ukrainian colony in Austria. Up
to 1940, the chief Ukrainian organization in the latter territory
was the student Sich in Vienna, which was dominated by the
OUN. This association continued loyal to Mel'nyk, but most of
the numerous Ukrainian factory workers turned to the new
movement. It was among the latter that Gavrusevych secured the
majority of his recruits, although about one quarter were secured
from among the students, particularly those in the medical school
in Graz. Care was taken to keep the force—which was called by
the organizers Druzhyny Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv (Brother-
hoods of Ukrainian Nationalists)—in the hands of the Bandera
group, although only half of the members actually belonged to
the new party. Unlike “Nachtigall,” which was clad in Wehr-
macht feldgrau, “Roland,” as the military unit composed of the
Druzhyny was called, wore uniforms similar to those of the Gali-
cian section of the Ukrainian army of revolutionary days.*

As 1s apparent from the above description, the Wehrmacht
units were prepared on a rather ad hoc basis, with the active

* Nykon Nalyvaiko, “Legiony v natsional'nykh viinakh” (Legions in National
Wars), Narod'na Volia (October 27, 1949), p. 2.

*Liubomyr Ortyns’kyi, “Druzhyny Ukrains'’kykh Natsionalistiv (DUN)” (The

Brotherhoods of Ukrainian Nationalists [DUN]), Fisti Bratstva kol. Voiakiv I. UD
UNA (June-July, 1952), p. 4, MS A.
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cooperation of several important leaders of the OUN-B but
without the utilization of the organizational framework of this
group. However, Bandera and his principal lieutenants were well
aware of what has going on; they approved of the formation of
the units as a means for enhancing the power of their movement.
Moreover, it appears that in the spring of 1941 an understanding
was reached between the directors of the OUN-B and certain
Wehrmacht officers especially concerned with the utilization of
Ukrainians in the coming war. This agreement was extremely
vague and informal. As far as can be determined from cursory
mention in a contemporary German document and from the ac-
counts of Ukrainians and German officers involved in the arrange-
ment, 1t provided that the Germans would allow the Bandera
party to carry on political activities in the Ukrainian areas which
were to be conquered, while the Reich would be left completely
free to organize the economy of the region in accordance with
the needs of its war production.®

Aside from the difficulty of defining economic and political
spheres, this rudimentary agreement was vitiated by several mis-
understandings. Bandera’s followers, untutored in legal formulas,
and indeed lacking experience in precise formulation of any kind,
assumed that they had been granted a free hand in the political
realm. The Wehrmacht representatives evidently believed that
Germany really would support Ukrainian independence, but the
Nazi leadership which controlled them never envisaged such a
course. On the other hand, the army officers felt that they could
control the new Ukrainian party at least as long as hostilities
lasted, and envisaged political activity by the Bandera party as

taking place only in a local, auxiliary fashion unul the fighting
ended.

® Interviews 24, 76.

®* The whole question of an “agreement” between the Germans and the Ban-
dera group is hotly disputed, with some OUN leaders denying that any real
agreement took place and the Germans insisting that the Ukrainians broke their
word by proclaiming their “government” in L'vov (Interview 62). A contem-
porary German police report, which may be judged to be comparatively disin-
terested in making such an assertion, maintained that an agreement embodying
the conditions cited in the text had been made (Activity and Situation Report of
the SP and the SD in the USSR, January-March, 1942, PS 3876; hereafter re-
ferred to as PS 3876).
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When war broke out, the fragility of these arrangements was
quickly demonstrated. The news of the outbreak of hostilities had
scarcely reached Cracow when the Bandera followers organized
a Ukrainian National Committee to serve, according to their proc-
lamation, as an instrument for organizing all Ukrainian national
forces for the liberation of the homeland. A highly respected
former officer of the UNR army, General Vsevolod Petriv, was
designated president; prominent members of most of the Ukrain-
ian parties were secured as members, along with representatives
of the OUN-B itself, headed by Dr. Horbovyi.” This startling
emergence of the new party as the leader in consolidating Ukrain-
ian forces in the Generalgouvernement was due to two factors: 1ts
unhesitating determination to take command, implemented by
speedy action; and the widespread impression that the Germans
were supporting it. The real plans of the directing group were
not disclosed, however, to the more prominent Ukrainians who
trusted to its guidance.®

Having secured a semblance of broad backing in the emigra-
tion, the Bandera group rapidly advanced toward its goal of
“organizing”’ the territories being conquered by the German
armies. Meanwhile, however, fearful events were taking place
beyond the Soviet border. In the first hours after war broke out,
the underground rose in a number of places and secured distinct
successes against Soviet forces in some of the more remote districts
where the difficult terrain made it possible for lightly armed
guerrillas to act effectively against Soviet security units. Such
uprisings took place in the Sambor (Sambir) area within forty-
eight hours after the war started,® and farther east, in the Pod-
gaitsi (Pidhaitsi) and Monastyris’ka districts, Ukrainian militia
took over police functions and dissolved the kolkhozes before the

"Petro Mirchuk, Akt vidnovlennia wkrains’koi derzhavnosty, 39 chervnia 1941
roku (The Act of Renewal of Ukrainian Statehood, June 30, 1941) (New York:
Holovna Uprava Organizatsii Oborony Chotyr'okh Svobid Ukrainy, 1952), pp. 18-
20. It is claimed, howcver, that Petriv did not even know about his appointment
as he was in the Protectorate at the time; cf. G. Polykarpenko, Organizatsiia
Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv pidchas Druhoi Svitovoi Tiini (The Organization of
Ukrainian Nationalists during the Second World War) (4th revised ed. of OUN u
Viini, ed. B. Mykhailiuk) (Canada, 1951), p. 69.

® Interview 24,

* Nastup, August 30, 1941, p. 2, quoting Sambirs'ki Visti, August 10, 1941.
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German arrival.!® In the less sheltered districts, however, Soviet
repression was horrible. According to German secret reports,
four thousand Ukrainian political prisoners were butchered in
the NKVD cellars of L'vov alone, and several times as many were
deported eastward. Many of the latter were killed later when their
captors could no longer hurry them on ahead of the German ad-
vance.'! Meanwhile tens of thousands of Soviet officials and their
dependents, along with a considerable portion of the large Jewish
population of Galicia, streamed eastward to escape a similar fate
at the hands of the Gérman totalitarians.

On June 30, in the midst of the disorganization caused by
these events, the advance units of the Wehrmacht reached L’vov.
With them came the first groups of Bandera’s followers. Some of
these came legally in ‘‘Nachtigall”; others, including Iaroslav
Stets’ko, came illegally, though with the incidental assistance of
some German front-line units.’? Having arrived in the Galician
capital, the OUN-B was in a favorable position. The months of
1isolation from the world outside the Soviet Union had prevented
most of the citizens of L'vov from hearing of the internal conflict
of the OUN. Moreover, the horror of the last days of Soviet
occupation made the Germans seem like providential deliverers;
the close contact enjoyed by the Bandera leaders with uniformed
Wehrmacht soldiers greatly enhanced their prestige in their com-
patriots’ eyes.

Just what assurances the Bandera adherents gave of their
backing by the Germans, just how far they themselves believed
they could rely on German support, is impossible to determine.
Whatever inducements they used, immediately after their arrival
the OUN-B group named Dr. George Polans’kyi, a prominent
citizen, mayor, and succeeded in having a national representation
“elected”’; this they called together the same evening. They had
hoped to secure the L'vov state theater, a hall of appropriate size
and dignity for the gathering, but, finding it requisitioned by the
German army, they were forced to resort to the small meeting

10 Krakivs’hi Visti, August 6, 1941, p. 3.

1t Report of the SP and the SD Einsatzgruppen, July 31, 1941, p. 13, NO 2151
(hereafter referred to as NO 2151).
3 Interview 24.
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room of the Prosvita society.!* When the group assembled, Stets’ko
addressed it, saying that the congress of émigrés in Cracow had
already laid the foundation for a Ukrainian government. He then
proceeded to proclaim the Ukrainian state. It is worth presenting
the contents of this proclamation in full since it provides an
excellent indication of the thinking of Bandera’s group.!

Act of Proclamation of the Ukrainian State

1. By the will of the Ukrainian people, the Organization of
Ukrainian Nationalists under the direction of STEPHEN BANDERA
proclaims the renewal of the Ukrainian State, for which a whole
generation of the best sons of the Ukraine spilled its blood.

The Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, which under the
direction of its creator and leader EUGENE RONOVALETS during the
past decades of bloody Muscovite-Bolshevik subjugation carried
on a stubborn struggle for freedom, calls upon the entire Ukrain-
1an people not to lay down its arms until a Sovereign Ukrainian
State i1s formed in all the Ukrainian lands.

The sovereign Ukrainian government assures the Ukrainian
people of regularity and order [lad ¢ poriadok], multi-sided devel-
opment of all its forces, and satisfaction of its demands.

2. In the western lands of the Ukraine a Ukrainian government
is created which will be subordinated to a Ukrainian national
administration which will be created in the capital of the Ukraine
—Kiev.

3. The Ukrainian national-revolutionary army, which is being
created on Ukrainian soil, will continue to fight against the Mus-
covite occupation for a Sovereign All-Ukrainian State and a new,
just order in the whole world.

Long live the Sovereign Ukrainian State!

Long live the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists!

18 1hid.; Mirchuk, p. 30; Interview 21.

U The translation is from an early typewritten copy of the proclamation fur-
nished me by Volodymyr Stakhiv. A printed version in Mirchuk (p. 32) is en-
titled Act of Renewal of the Ukrainian State, a significant change in view of the
frequent ridicule of the proclamation by writers opposed to Bandera as an effort
to “proclaim" a Ukrainian state which had been in existence since 1918. Other

diffcrences are not important,
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Long live the director of the Organization of Ukrainian
Nationalists—STEPHEN BANDERA!

The City of L'vov, June 30, 1941, 8 p.Mm.

Head of the National Congress

Iaroslav Stets’ko

The meeting at which the akt—as this proclamation has come
to be known in Ukrainian polemics—was made was of compara-
tively small importance because of the hasty manner of its calling
and the small number of people present. Nevertheless, the gather-
ing was immediately dignified by the title of “National Assembly.”
Considerably more important than the initial proclamation was
the fact that, in the confusion attendant upon the Red army's
withdrawal and the German entry, the Ukrainians had been able
to secure access to the L'vov radio station.!’® Consequently, soon
after the akt was proclaimed, Stets’ko was able to broadcast it.
Moreover, during the day, certain of Stets’ko’s followers, includ-
ing in particular the Reverend John Hryn'okh, chaplain of
“Nachtigall,” were able to gain access to the bedridden Metro-
politan. Without going into details concerning their relations
with Mel'nyk (they later asserted that Metropolitan Sheptyts’kyi
“must” have known about the conflict), they informed him of
their plans for proclaiming the Ukrainian state and asked his
support.l® Apparently convinced that the group had the backing
of the Germans, and hoping for a quick establishment of Ukrain-
ian independence, the Metropolitan wrote a pastoral letter in
which he exhorted the people to support the newly proclaimed
government, saying that “the