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Introduction
The Mapping of Ukraine

Larissa M.L. Zaleska Onyshkevych and
Maria G. Rewakowicz

What comprises Europe today, both geographically and culturally? Geographically, it
is popularly understood to be the European continent/peninsula all the way to the Ural
Mountains, down the Ural River and then to the Caspian Sea (Wikipedia). Ukraine is
one of the countries situated in the eastern part of Europe. In discussing contemporary
Ukraine in the present book, we refer to the newly independent, post-Soviet country
that is now trying to reaffirm its identity.

Many countries in Europe found or built their own national identities over the
past several hundred years. This concerned not only each country’s identity as a na-
tion but also its geographic and cultural mapping. History occasionally changes the
fates of countries and individuals to such a degree that it almost seems to dislocate
them. Until the early twentieth century, mapping Ukraine on the European continent
was not an issue. For example, a fourth-grade reader by Ostap Levytsky, published
in Western Ukraine in 1872, contains a text addressing “Languages and Religions of
the Europeans,” stating that “Slavs speak seven languages, which are nevertheless
similar to each other, and these are further divided into dialects that number in the
teens” (Levytsky, 141).! “The main languages are Russian, Ruthenian, Polish, Czech,
Slovenian, Serbian and Bulgarian. . . .” With the term “Ruthenian” (a term for Ukrainian
used earlier), Ukrainian children, their teachers, parents, and grandparents identified
the area where they lived (“from the VWsloka River all the way to the Don, and from
the Prypiat and the middle Dnipro Rivers, all the way beyond the Carpathian Moun-
tains and down to the Black Sea”)? (155). But Ukrainians also located themselves on
the wider map of Europe, seeing their country as one of the largest European states,
although divided, at the time between the Austrian (one-seventh of the country) and
the Russian (six-sevenths) states/empires (155). By calling themselves European, they
went a step beyond identifying with a nation, or state, or empire, a move especially
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notable during the period of Romanticism, which emphasized the nation. This wider
or more universal perception of one’s geopolitical place, in terms of a continental
identification, may have been a reaction to the constantly changing boundaries of
states and empires, to the changing political claims of foreign rulers, as opposed to
more stable cultural roots.

In his study of the concept of a “European,” John Lukacs suggests that the
term was first applied by Pius Il around 1450 (139). But even in the eighteenth
century, only the leading/educated classes considered themselves European (140),
and that was primarily in political terms. Perhaps only after World War Il “the
adjective ‘European,’ for the first time in history, has become recognized, current,
accepted and self-ascribed by the majority—and this, very much like the recent
mutation of the idea of Europe, has been even more of a cultural than a political
development” (140-141).

Through the centuries, this cultural aspect nurtured a respect and/or justice for
the individual as well as a shared decision-making process between the ruler and the
officers. Since the days of the Kyivan princes, autocratic rule was not acceptable:
the prince shared his power with his officers. Later, in the seventeenth century, the
Zaporozhian Cossacks elected their leader, their hetman. The 1714 Cossack Constitu-
tion of Bendery (written by Hetman Pylyp Orlyk in the town of Bendery) reiterated the
tradition, the rights of officers/counselors to advise and approve the hetman’s policies
and acts.® This was far removed from the autocratic and/or despotic practices of the
East, and was closer to the principles of the Magna Carta (1215) and to those of the
Renaissance, espousing ideas of humanism. Ukrainian scholars often studied at West
European Universities, while Ukrainian universities used West European textbooks
and Latin was often the language of instruction.

At the end of the nineteenth century, those Ukrainians who had been ruled by
the Russian Empire for almost two hundred years and exposed to a different culture
discussed whether to maintain closer ties with the West or the East, or to focus on
Ukraine itself and its unique position between the two poles. In considering these future
relationships, Ukrainians never actually considered their existing culture to be much
different from that of the rest of Europe, since they shared the same Greco-Roman
and Christian traditions. The Russian Empire and its successor, the Soviet Union, tried
to disrupt this identification. It not only divided Europe into two parts, it “contained”
Ukraine politically on the non-Western side of the wall, and attempted to redirect the
culture as well. Later, the collapse of the Soviet Union and Ukraine’s proclamation
of independence in 1991 put Ukraine firmly back on the map of Europe. Whereas the
first formative years of the post-independence period may have been characterized
by political hesitance and uncertainty, the Orange Revolution of 2004 affirmed that
the majority of Ukraine’s population had strong European leanings and expected its
government to democratically steer its country toward European reintegration. But
lately, Ukraine’s aspiration to be a part of Europe again, not just geographically but
culturally as well, has met some resistance both internally (especially from Ukrai-
nian citizens with family ties to Russia) and externally (Westerners ready to place
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Ukrainians in Russia’s sphere of influence). This external move to remap Ukraine
and other East European countries is a renewed attempt to rename that part of Eu-
rope as “Eurasia.” Such a move drives the new Ukraine to a dislocated “nonplace,”
away from Europe not only marginalizing Ukraine in the process but also, in a way,
marginalizing Europe itself.

Milan Kundera deals with the issue of being assigned an identity by outsiders
who lack understanding. When he emigrated from Czechoslovakia to France, he was
shocked to be grouped with Russian writers, since he did not identify with them or
with Russia: “I still recall the strange anguish the piece stirred in me: that displacement
into a context that was not mine felt like a deportation” (Kundera, 31).

Kundera explains European self-assessment:

Whether he is nationalist or cosmopolitan, rooted or uprooted, a European is pro-
foundly conditioned by his relation to his homeland; the national problematic is
probably more complex, more grave in Europe than elsewhere, but in any case it
is different there. Added to that is another particularity: alongside the large nations
Europe contains small nations, several of which have, in the past two centuries, at-
tained or re-attained their political independence. Their existence may have brought
me to understand that cultural diversity is the great European value. (31)

In away, the European Union’s eastward expansion all the way to Ukraine’s western
frontier is reminiscent of and implicitly delineates the former Soviet borders, and at
the same time it strengthens Ukrainians’ determination to reassert their roots and claim
the benefits of Ukraine’s European ties. This resembles Kundera’s reaction toward the
“deportation” that he describes above, when he was assigned to a group with which
he did not identify. This was so during the Soviet period. Today, Ukraine’s President
Viktor Yushchenko writes about Ukraine as a European democracy making a “choice
to return to Europe” (Yushchenko).

The concept of “a return to Europe and a return to “itself’ [oneself] ran like a red
thread through the Ukrainian national rebirth of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,”
observes a popular Ukrainian writer, Oksana Zabuzhko, who also questions some of
the supposed instant benefits (i.e., economic) of such ties now, in comparison with
those of earlier centuries when various alliances were struck by Ukrainians to protect
themselves from the Turks (2). A young parliamentarian and pop singer, Ruslana
Lyzhychko, reemphasizes her generation’s dream of a European Ukraine, that is, one
“without dirty political games, bribery, and corruption” (Lyzhychko). Many Ukrainians
desire to see a political culture cleaner than the one the present generation in power
acquired from its Soviet upbringing. Thus, while the dream of a better political future
exists, there is a certain comfort in the knowledge and hope that numerous expressions
of Ukrainian culture continue to develop in the same spirit and direction as in their
pre-Soviet days, that is, similar to that of its Western neighbors. Ukrainians are not
looking for a “roadmap to Europe” since they feel that they have always been there—
even during the periods when parts of Ukraine were in different empires or under
different political regimes. Obviously, there have been some gaps and divergences,
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but Ukrainians feel that they share a common culture and common values with the rest
of Europe, a culture that is reflected and manifested in so many fields. The chapters
in this compilation discuss many examples of this sharing in contemporary Ukraine,
that is, since it regained independence in 1991.

Many aspects of Ukraine’s contemporary culture are addressed in this volume: history,
politics, and religion (Section 1), literature (Section Il), and language, media, and the
arts (Section I11). What emerges is a fascinating picture of a young state grappling
with its past and its colonial heritage, yet asserting its voice and preferences amid the
diverse, and at times conflicting, realities of the contemporary political scene. Despite
the diversity of issues raised and discussed, one overarching theme permeates all of
the contributions, namely, a European cultural connection. Europe becomes a pow-
erful point of reference, a measure against which the situation in post-independence
Ukraine is gauged and debated. Such a framework allows for a better understanding
of the complexities deeply ingrained in the social fabric of Ukrainian society, and
enhances the case for strengthening democratic reforms as well as understanding the
choices that the government makes.

This volume, divided into three thematic parts, analyses today’s Ukraine, simulta-
neously providing the reader with a useful historical context that in some cases goes
back to the nineteenth century, or even as far back as the sixteenth century. The ap-
proaches offered here question stereotypical thinking about empire and the colonial
subject, political or religious affiliations, and the processes of national and cultural
self-identification. The first section, “Mapping the Nation: History, Politics, and Reli-
gion,” clearly demonstrates that the way a nation shapes its image, and reaffirms itself
on the world’s map, is largely determined by its past. Ukraine’s historical predicament
of being divided among many empires over the centuries understandably leads to some
consequences today in the political and religious thinking of its citizens. On the one
hand, this past political fragmentation no doubt contributes to religious plurality and
tolerance, a positive feature by any democratic measure; on the other hand, it creates
deep linguistic as well as cultural divisions among the electorate, which come to the
forefront every time parliamentary or presidential elections are held. These internal
divisions also play a significant role, whenever the opportunity presents itself to
deal with the atrocities of the communist past, among which stands out the Soviet
government-directed famine of 1933, the Holodomor (i.e., death by hunger), which
more than decimated the Ukrainian nation, with the demise of 4—7 million victims.
Together with the liquidation of thousands from the intelligentsia (scholars, academi-
cians, writers, and artists), this represents a genocide of Ukrainians. Yet, today, the
lack of courage or will on the part of the Ukrainian political elites to bring to justice
those responsible for crimes during the Soviet rule does not allow for a clean break
with the twentieth-century totalitarian and colonial past.

For any stateless nation, its culture and particularly its literature serves as a mir-
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ror as well as a beacon of hope and progress. Modern Ukrainian literature has not
only reflected national and cultural identity issues, but in many cases has also shaped
them. In the post-independence period, literature still provides a number of meaning-
ful examples of how the process of identity construction evolves and changes under
new social and political circumstances. The second section of the book, “Reflecting
Identities: The Literary Paradigm,” examines the most important literary trends since
independence and places them within the context of identity politics.

The project of national identity in modern Ukraine has always gravitated between
two powerful “Others,” Europe and the East, that is, Russia. And even though choosing
a European identification has historically prevailed in Ukrainian intellectual circles, it
is not an exclusive tendency now, as some of the contributors in this literary section
attest. Some writers, rather than opting between these two alternatives, aim at a third
choice, which can be designated as Ukraine-centered. Any self-identification entails
a struggle with alterity, that is, any identity construction simultaneously involves a
degree of self-reflection and a measure of projection onto the world of others seen
as the world one wants either to associate with or dissociate from. The geography of
belonging plays a crucial role in contemporary literary texts. In fact, the contribu-
tions in this section on literature and identity make it abundantly clear that geography
matters not only because it brings out the regional divisions in literary circles with
the corollary of opposing outlooks on future cultural developments but also because
literature itself reflects geographic idiosyncrasies and/or demographic habits that stem
from diverse historical and political realities.

Since 1991, the language situation in Ukraine has become one of the most hotly con-
tested issues. Despite the fact that the law on languages naming Ukrainian as the only
official state language was passed as early as 1989—that is, before independence—
usage of the Ukrainian language and issues regarding its quality and standardization
have yet to achieve widespread acceptance throughout the country. The language
issue still stirs passions and seems to be a divisive tool in the hands of neighbors, as
well as politicians who want to manipulate the electorate in the hope of winning extra
votes in elections. The Soviet goal of blending languages and using only Russian is
showing results, especially in that the latter was considered as the only language that
would guarantee personal success.

The final section of this volume, “Manifesting Culture: Language, Media, and the
Arts,” begins with a discussion of language politics and presents it as an inextricable
part of a larger set of cultural issues. Studying the history and politicization of current
language standardization efforts as well as examining attitudes toward the West Ukrai-
nian variant of Ukrainian, or the value of language purity and correctness, facilitates
an understanding of the choices made by the media, illustrates the strategies assumed
by pop stars, and makes the case for a full-fledged government-sponsored cultural
policy, which would support art, film, and music endeavors. In order to appreciate
the complexities of post-independence tendencies in culture, the long-lasting trend of
imperial appropriation of cultural capital needs to be addressed.

How does Ukraine compare with other post-Soviet states or Soviet satellites? What
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are its aspirations and inspirations in terms of political affiliation and cultural lean-
ings? What are the main obstacles that hinder its European reintegration, and what
are its accomplishments in the past decade and a half? How do the media and other
artistic endeavors shape identity politics? These are some of the questions posed by
twenty-five scholars from different parts of the world who study contemporary Ukraine
within the broader historical and cultural context.

Roman Szporluk draws similarities between German and Ukrainian nation-building
efforts (going back to the mid-nineteenth century), and argues that a Ukrainian at-
tempt at nation formation, when compared with the German one, is in no way more
delayed. Ukrainians of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, like the Germans, overcame a
religious divide; when it came to the conceptualization of a Ukrainian nation, Ukrai-
nians looked east to their compatriots under tsarist Russian rule. Moreover, he points
out chronological parallels, namely, that the German lands were at last reunited in
1990, and Ukraine gained its independence in 1991. He also underscores the role of
the Polish struggle to regain independence. The Poles were considerably ahead of the
Germans (and Russians for that matter) in nation building, and greatly influenced the
formation of the Ukrainian nation in the nineteenth century. The “European” theme
became dominant in Ukrainian discourse mainly as a way to assert its distinctiveness
from Russia.

Mykola Riabchuk studies the electorate’s attitudes in recent parliamentary and
presidential elections and seeks explanations for regional election patterns in the his-
torical past. He too emphasizes the significance of the Polish factor, namely, that the
rule of the First Rzeczpospolita over Ukrainian territories (from the sixteenth to the
eighteenth centuries) appears to have left a trace in Ukrainian politics today, whereby
the area that belonged to the Polish sphere of influence in the past now tends to vote
for democratic- and reform-minded politicians. Riabchuk argues that the slogan “a
return to Europe” seemingly constitutes for Ukrainian nation-builders a return to
the norm, or a way to compensate for historical injustice, healing in the process “a
developmental pathology.”

Giulia Lami sketches the political landscape in Ukraine from the Orange Revolution
to the dishandment of the Supreme Rada in April 2007, and places it within the context
of European Union (EU) expansion. Studying the contemporary political climate in
Ukraine, her focus is not on its historical underpinnings, but on the European reactions.
She states that the EU’s goal vis-a-vis Ukraine lies in the latter’s stability. Europe’s
attitude toward Ukraine is cautious and pragmatic, and to some extent conditioned
by its relations with Russia. This is especially true as far as Italy is concerned; Lami
underscores the Italian bias toward Russia, and sees it as an obstacle to building sup-
port for Ukraine’s membership bid in the European Union.

Oxana Pachlovska also refers to the Orange Revolution, but studies it from the
religious angle. She contends that a traditional war between East and West invariably
unfolds as a war between Orthodoxy (in its Russian variant) and Western Christianity.
When describing the events leading up to the Orange Revolution, with Viktor Yanuk-
ovych named as the “Orthodox candidate,” Pachlovska states: “The politicization of
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Orthodoxy took on brutal, Soviet forms, which were primitive in a characteristically
Soviet manner.” What is revealed in the process is the use of religion as a tool of
social engineering, which seems especially true for Russia, where a neototalitarian
regime is upheld with the help of communist-orthodox rhetoric. Within this dynamic,
Pachlovska concludes that the so-called Eurasian space is promoted now with the
aim of restoring the “homologous ‘Russian space.”” She argues that the East—\West
divide in post-independence Ukraine should be defined not so much in religious and
linguistic terms as in cultural and ideological terms. There are indeed two Ukraines,
Pachlovska contends, a European and a Soviet one. She ends with a bold conclusion:
“Ukraine can exist only as part of the European continuum. Otherwise, it will simply
not exist.”

Andrew Sorokowski also focuses on religion, but presents it as a function of law.
He studies European legal culture in order to apply its standards to the situation in
post-Soviet Ukraine. Sorokowski outlines the effects of Ukrainian law on the subjects
of minorities, tolerance, church and state, church and school, family, and conscien-
tious objection to military service, and concludes that “Ukraine’s legislation strikes
a balance between individual and group rights, and rights and responsibilities, that is
typically European.” He also underscores the fact that the European legal tradition
has been part of Ukraine’s heritage.

Catherine Wanner points out that relatively tolerant legislation toward nontraditional
religious communities after the collapse of the Soviet Union resulted in a sharp rise
in conversions to evangelical faiths. Moreover, she claims that religious pluralism in
independent Ukraine has made it one of the most active and competitive religious
marketplaces in Europe. Wanner shows how the individual’s turning away from the
historically Ukrainian national denomination affects identity and cultural change.
She argues that evangelical communities challenge the link between religion and
nation-state and replace it with a religiously based sense of identity that transcends
national borders.

Elehie Natalie Skoczylas outlines public attitudes toward human rights and personal
freedoms, privatization measures, elections, and a multiparty system, based on survey
findings and exit polling that she has conducted since 1998. By examining public per-
ceptions about sociopolitical and economic values, she presents a convincing account
of Ukraine’s political culture. Her most stunning conclusion is how widespread and
steadfast the public has been in support of liberal democratic values. Beginning with
the 2004 presidential elections, Ukraine’s voting public has emerged as informed and
engaged, politically cultured and savvy. Skoczylas further states that “what was not
predicted was that the 2004 elections would demonstrate the power of a public, the
success of Ukrainian voters to demand and have free and fair elections.” She demon-
strates that Ukrainians, faced with the question of what kind of state they would like
to live in, answer without hesitation that they prefer to live in a democratic one.

While the above chapter looks into the future, the one by Myroslava Antonovych
brings into the equation the crimes of the communist past. She studies the resolu-
tions of the Council of Europe as well as its practices and mechanisms dealing with
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accountability for communist human rights abuses in the former communist states.
Within that context, she analyzes the case of Ukraine’s coping with its totalitarian past.
In her view, unlike the neighboring Central and East European countries, post-Soviet
Ukraine has not adequately dealt with the abuses of the communist era.

Gender issues constitute an important part of contemporary Ukraine’s social and
political landscape. Marian J. Rubchak examines the factors behind the emergence
of female centrality in contemporary cultural discourse, and traces the heritage of
empowered Ukrainian women. By situating the legacy in Ukraine’s prehistoric stage
of development, she emphasizes the ancient heritage of Ukraine as a nation/country
itself. Her study reveals the contradictory, if not paradoxical, nature of gender rela-
tions in post-independence Ukraine. On the one hand, there is a tendency to resurrect
ancient myths about matriarchal power as a way to enhance the status of women;
on the other hand, as Rubchak discloses, the topos of empowered womanhood is
but a surrogate symbol, an illusory reality designed to “keep women content with a
subordinate status.”

Ukrainian literature of the post-independence period found itself right in the middle
of identity-formation issues. Contemporary literary works reflect the politics of identity
and to some extent still influence social and cultural change. Nine literary scholars
contributing to this volume discuss a European connection when approaching cultural
processes in Ukraine, and some of them turn to specific metaphors that best convey
the aspect of self-identification as reflected in literary texts.

Maria Zubrytska’s mirror/window metaphor, for example, helps to construct the
framework within which the identification mechanisms unfold: “If one sees oneself in
a mirror, in a window one sees the world of others, or Otherness.” She invokes those
writers from the Ukrainian literary tradition who viewed literature as “a window onto
the world, particularly onto Europe, and its culture.” Zubrytska insists that in order
to understand current trends in literature, one needs to look back and fully assimilate
the past. She skillfully links the efforts made by writers of the cultural renaissance
of the 1920s who, according to her, “created a new map of European culture without
any artificial political borders,” with the efforts of such contemporary writers as lurii
(Yuri) Andrukhovych, who engenders his own Europe and promotes his own topol-
ogy of national identity.

Larissa M.L. Zaleska Onyshkevych’s chapter, while continuing the mirror/window
metaphor, proposes to look at current Ukrainian drama as an indicator of cultural
values and individual and/or group identification. The way in which an individual
identifies self is associated with the way that person sees others. The topology
described above, of a mirror (seeing oneself) and a window (seeing/searching for
another world), also discloses cultural stereotypes. The 120 plays studied reflect a
considerable degree of inclusiveness, “especially in terms of respect for individu-
als and for western nationalities.” There is also a tendency among playwrights to
dispense with Soviet-era stereotypes, as well as an inclination to underscore the
European connection through the choice of protagonists or through the use of a
Western cultural backdrop.
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Michael M. Naydan focuses mainly on the poetry produced by the Bu-Ba-Bu group:
Yuri Andrukhovych, Viktor Neborak, and Oleksandr Irvanets. He compares the trend
to that of the 1920s, to the “coercive intertextuality” practiced during the 1960s, and
to the poetic avant-garde of the 1980s. He discusses various changes in expressions of
Ukrainian linguistic and cultural identity as well as a return to European roots. Yet he also
provides a broad context for the group’s avant-garde activity, which he sees as using a
two-step approach: first destroying traditional Ukrainian icons by means of postmodernist
carnivalization, and then formulating a new identity by means of a close examination
of Western and Third World mass culture. Naydan argues that the contribution of the
Bu-Ba-Bu poets with respect to the issue of identity construction lies in their ability to
dethrone socialist clichés and in their successful incorporation of taboo subjects—aoften
through parody and trespassing. By taking on the establishment and foregrounding the
performative aspects of poetry, they became quite popular among younger audiences.

Ola Hnatiuk provides a thorough presentation of literary discussions of the previ-
ous century, and then delves deeper into Ukrainian cultural identity discourse of the
mid-1990s. She sees it primarily as one between the nativist and the “liberal” literary
groups, with the pro-Western “modernizers” dominating at first. She discusses, for
example, how the anthology Dinner for Twelve People (1997) played “a special role
in polarizing the writers’ circles” in this discourse. Thus, at the end of the 1990s, the
author claims that the nativist group, that is, the Zhytomyr literary school, “had become
mainstream in the identity debate.” However, this direction lasted only until 2004,
when the Orange Revolution reflected society’s “hopes for European integration,” a
position symbolized by such pro-Western writers as Yuri Andrukhovych.

Lidia Stefanowska also focuses on discursive formations around literary issues.
She views contemporary Ukrainian literature primarily in terms of varied ideologies
(e.g., those who reject Western influences and those who remain open to them). She
concentrates on the significance of Galicia (Halychyna) in the contemporary cultural
discourse of Ukraine. Stefanowska discusses Andrukhovych’s essays as a reflection
of the writer’s imaginary constructs, with a considerable dose of nostalgia about
the borderless reality of Central Europe before World War 1. The historical plunge
into the Austrian past as a stable bridge to European culture is what Andrukhovych
cherishes the most. She also recognizes in his essays the value of what is termed “the
small homeland” (i.e., Galicia) to which he belongs. In these strong local attachments,
Stefanowska concludes, one might discern a defense mechanism against globalization
processes and the postmodern absence of values.

Marko Robert Stech studies the “identity shift” reflected in four novels of the mid-
1990s. His approach to literary analysis is psychological, and it is no coincidence that
he invokes Carl Jung’s work Symbols of Transformation. He concentrates on Jung’s
motif of death and resurrection and follows its various manifestations in novels by
Yuri Andrukhovych, Valerii Shevchuk, lurii (Yuri) Izdryk, and lurko Hudz. Stech
claims that the content and form of an artistic creation mirrors the psychological and
existential condition of its author. Similarly, the sum of individual texts, ideas and
artifacts reflects the nation’s “collective self.” He concludes that the search for a new
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voice in Ukrainian literature began with two models offered by lzdryk and Hudz:
“either through assimilating and transforming in novel ways European literary models,
or by revitalizing the sources of Ukrainian national tradition (or, more precisely, by
some combination of both).”

Marko Pavlyshyn examines how Europe and its context have affected Ukrainian
writers since independence. He claims that Europe constitutes a nontraditional cul-
tural paradigm that especially attracts younger writers. Pavlyshyn focuses on Yuri
Andrukhovych and Yuri Izdryk and contrasts their positions vis-a-vis West European
tradition. Andrukhovych’s fascination with Europe manifests itself best in territorial
appropriations, that is, his Europe is a construct that allows him to place his own native
town within a continuum that stretches from Bukovyna to Munich; l1zdryk’s Western
orientation unfolds as the appropriation of the European intellectual tradition.

Maxim Tarnawsky focuses on two writers, who belong to a younger generation
than Andrukhovych and lzdryk. He analyzes two novels by Serhii Zhadan and two
novels by Anatolii Dnistrovy, and underscores the passivity and hesitance of their
protagonists. Tarnawsky contends that the Zhadan and Dnistrovy generation of writ-
ers in post-Communist Ukraine retreat from the extreme individualism characteristic
of the Bu-Ba-Bu generation and instead glorify the collective sense of responsibility,
even if it includes drugs, violence, sex, and overall moral decay. The connection to
things European is not particularly pronounced but manifests itself mainly through
icons of popular culture, especially rock groups.

Maria G. Rewakowicz outlines the discourse around the issues of gender and
feminism in Ukrainian post-Soviet literature, and points out the progressive nature of
women’s approaches to literary studies. She also underscores the uniformly Western-
oriented bias among female authors. Unlike their male counterparts, who seem to be
divided between the nativist and Western orientations or ideologies, women authors
display unambiguous affinity with Western values and models.

Language choice, quality, and standardization remain at the center of Ukraine’s
post-independence politics. It is also through the language that a national culture
manifests itself and finds its distinctiveness when confronted by hostile Others. The
third section of the book discusses cultural issues through the prisms of language us-
age and colonial conditioning.

Serhii Vakulenko points out that the historical circumstances of the Ukrainian
nation necessarily contributed to the development of at least two variants of the
standard language. He provides an outline of the formation of the standard Ukrainian
language, focusing on standardization practices in the 1920s. He also discusses the
process of Russification of the Ukrainian language following the purges of the 1930s,
and its ramifications on current efforts of reconciling Ukrainian orthography in the
post-Soviet period.

Michael Moser demonstrates that cyber attacks on the Galician variant of the Ukrai-
nian language entail deeper hostility toward things Ukrainian, and in reality constitute
an attack not only on Galician expressions but also on the modern Ukrainian standard
language. He studies the various attitudes of bloggers toward Galicia and its specific
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language, and concludes that by and large it is ignorance that feeds anti-Galician
cyber-discourse. Moser also observes that a negative predisposition toward Ukraine
very often correlates with anti-European sentiment.

Laada Bilaniuk focuses specifically on the Ukrainian language of the post-Soviet
period, when it was proclaimed the state language after many decades. This disrupted
the hierarchy of languages established during the Soviet period (Russian first), as well
as during the tsarist era (Russian only). The chapter examines the role of judgments
of language quality in shaping the linguistic marketplace, hence the linguistic-cultural
definition of Ukraine. Various aspects of confidence or insecurity and choice are dis-
cussed in terms of language use today, which is associated with both ethnic allegiance
and education accessible in that language. Insecurity in language quality, in turn, often
contributes to the continuing maintenance of the Soviet-established linguistic hierarchy.
According to the author, language quality has as much currency in public discourse as
language choice, mainly because it is linked to social legitimacy and authority.

Yuri Shevchuk studies linguistic strategies employed by the empire to appropri-
ate the cultural capital of its colonial subjects. He specifically focuses on Ukrainian
filmmaking and examines the reasons behind its absence on the cultural map of Eu-
rope. Shevchuk offers numerous examples in spelling, lexical semantics, and lexical
distribution, all pointing to concerted efforts on the part of Russia to appropriate and
designate Ukrainian contributions to film as Soviet. Shevchuk’s article reads as a
guideline against imperial appropriation and provides tips for navigating through the
body of texts written on film in the former Soviet Union, in both East and West.

Marta Dyczok examines the role of the media in identity formation and in the il-
lustration of the ongoing process of change in the collective categories of identity, as
well as the ongoing competition between European and Soviet-era orientations. She
argues that the media in post-communist Ukraine does not so much shape identity
as reflect various changes and conflicts in the processes of identity construction. Her
three case studies underscore the presence of a variety of identity leanings, those tied
to European institutions, those still rooted in the Soviet past, and those reflecting
hybrid attitudes.

Marko Pavlyshyn’s chapter enters the territory of popular culture and discusses its
implications for identity politics in independent Ukraine. He provides an analysis of
the Ruslana (Ruslana Lyzhychko) phenomenon, focusing especially on her Eurovision-
winning contest in 2004. He argues that Ruslana’s appearance carried a double mes-
sage, one directed to a non-Ukrainian audience, stressing freedom, individualism, and
hedonism, and the second one to a Ukrainian audience, stressing the importance of
the local and the national (she incorporated ethnic elements of Hutsul folklore in her
song). Pavlyshyn concludes that identity is not so much defined by the possession of
certain cultural attributes as by “the wish to belong to a community that cherishes a
cultural heritage and confidently assumes a right to equal presence with others in the
culturally heterogeneous contemporary world.”

Myroslav Shkandrij presents an account of trends in contemporary art in Ukraine
through a meticulous description of the avant-garde movements from 1908 to 1930.
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He reasons that in order to understand and appreciate the quest of Ukrainian artists for
international recognition today;, it is useful to examine the experience of their prede-
cessors, especially those of the historical avant-garde. Shkandrij convincingly depicts
the depth of cooperation between artists in Western Europe and Ukrainian artists in
the first three decades of the past century. He concludes that since independence, new
links are being forged, but there is no single prevailing attitude. There are forces that
question the necessity of looking toward the West, and there are those that advocate
closer ties with Europe.

Virko Baley describes the music scene in Ukraine immediately preceding and fol-
lowing its regaining of independence. He focuses on the organization of festivals as
a way to expose the world to Ukrainian achievements in the realm of music, and as a
mechanism to introduce Western contemporary music and performers to the Ukrainian
public. Baley concludes that expectations were not met for further development of
international cooperation, mostly because of the government’s lack of serious cultural
policy in today’s Ukraine.

By and large, the imperial appropriation issues introduced by Shevchuk in the realm
of film, apply to art and music as well. Both Shkandrij and Baley are forced to provide
double spellings for artists, composers, and performers on quite a few occasions. This
difficulty stems from the fact that name spellings known in the West often came via
the Russian rather than the Ukrainian transliteration system.

As John Lukacs wrote in 1965, the Russian Revolution, and Russia’s (or actually
the Soviet Union’s) separation or withdrawal from Europe in 1921 made the term
“iron curtain” valid (Lukacs, 27). The enforced Great European Divide served as
both political and cultural barriers to a European identification for seventy years. The
present post-Soviet and postcolonial period represents an open window, serving as a
two-way mirror to the former cultural inheritance of Europe and new opportunities
for growth in Ukraine.

On Transliteration

For the transliteration of Ukrainian words and names, we have mainly relied on the
Library of Congress Table of Transliteration, except in the chapter by Michael Moser,
where the Linguistic Transliteration is used. We have also consistently omitted the
soft sign in personal names, but preserved it in transliterated titles and bibliographical
references and in the word Rus'. In the text, adjectival masculine surnames ending in
—s'kyi or -yi were simplified to the more accepted English usage as —sky or -y.

Names that have become established in the English-speaking world in a particular
spelling are rendered accordingly, and the names of authors who have published books
in the Latin alphabet are rendered as in those publications. Geographical references
are transliterated from the original Ukrainian, except in the case of Halychyna and
Galicia, which appears in two variants. Similarly, the word kozak is preferred by some
authors, while others use Cossack.
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Notes

1. Information about this textbook was provided by Michael Moser in his presentation at
the Shevchenko Scientific Society on November 10, 2007, in New York.

2. \Wsloka or Wistoka (in Polish) river is now at Poland’s southeastern border with Ukraine.
It is a tributary of the Vistula, close to the San River (or Sian River in Ukrainian).

3. An abridged form of “The Bendery Constitution” in English may be found in Lindheim
and Luckyj, 53-64. Significantly, this culture of sharing responsibilities as well as an expres-
sion of the right to individual opinion led Stanislav Orikhovsky (1513-1566), widely educated
in Western European universities, to send his moral lectures to the Polish king in 1543. Orik-
hovsky stressed the humanitarian responsibilities of kings and certain natural human rights
(Orikhovsky, 118-153).

4. A counterproposal to “Europe” for the countries of Eastern Europe, especially for the
formerly Soviet nations, started to surface from a resurgent political movement in Russia, a
movement aspiring to continue Russian influence on the once-Soviet republics, and/or to resur-
rect the Russian Empire. Some institutions in the West quickly acquiesced to the term Eurasia,
desiring to refer to the former Soviet countries by just a single word. However, the logic in
using this term is questionable (since the countries involved do not include all of Europe and
all of Asia), and also the only truly Eurasian countries would be those that are partly in both
Asia and Europe (e.g., Russia, Turkey, etc.). With the use of this term by some institutions came
many political and cultural implications as well as limitations on the East European countries’
participation in the society of the free countries of the rest of Europe. Furthermore, the countries
involved were not consulted regarding their willingness to be in the Eurasian grouping that was
being artificially promulgated by outsiders.

References

Kundera, Milan. “Maximum Diversity in Minimum Space.” In The Curtain. An Essay in Seven
Parts. Trans. from the French by Linda Asher. New York: Harper Perennial, 2008.

Levytskyi, Ostap. Ruska Chytanka dlia chetvertor kliasy shkil narodnykh v Halychyni. Lviv:
Stavropihiis’kyi Instytut, 1872.

Lindheim, Ralph, and George S.N. Luckyj. “The Bendery Constitution. Abridged.” In Towards
an Intellectual History of Ukraine: An Anthology of Ukrainian Thought from 1700-1995.
Toronto: University of Toronto and Shevchenko Scientific Society, 1996, 53-64.

Lukacs, John. Decline and Rise of Europe. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1965.

Lyzhychko, Ruslana. “Ukraini nepotribni PR-manipuliatsii.” Ukrains’ka pravda. August 3,
2007. Available at www.pravda.com.ua/news_print/2007/3/7/55455.htm.

Orikhovs’kyi, Stanislav Roksolanyn. “Napuchennia Pol’s’komu Korolevi Syhyzmundu Avhustu.
1543.” In Valerii Shevchuk et al., eds. Tysiacha rokiv ukrains’koi suspil’no-politychnot
dumky. Vol. 11, book 1. Kyiv: Dnipro, 2001, 118-152.

Wikipedia. “Europe.” www.en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Europe.

Yushchenko, Viktor. “Realistic Kiev.” (Commentary.) Wall Street Journal online. WSJ.com.
March 15, 2007.

Zabuzhko, Oksana. “Time to Go Down to the Cellar. Europe Cannot Continue to Ignore Ukraine’s
Buried History.” Das Parlament. Trans. Myron Gubitz. February 2007. Available at www.
signandsight.com/features/1620.html accessed 10/12/2007.






Ukraine on Historical Maps of Europe

In the first chapter of this book, Roman Szporluk quotes Goethe in 1797 asking “where
is Germany?” A similar question may well have been asked in reference to Ukraine,
whether in 1797 or 1979. The answer would have been more complicated for Ukraine,
because of its historically shifting borders as the Ukrainian lands were absorbed into
one or another empire. Even the boundary between Europe and Asia shifted over the
centuries; yet Ukraine was always on the European side of the dividing line recognized
at the time, whether it was the Don River or the Ural Mountains.

Ukraine is a presence on maps of Europe dating back to the sixteenth century.
Spelled Ukrania, Ucraniae, Vkranie, or Ukraine, it appears on old English, French,
Dutch, Prussian, and Austrian maps showing both the lands of Ukraine and the domi-
nant political imperial presences of a given period. It was from maps such as these that
students studied and adults learned about their own country in relation to the whole
of Europe (see Introduction).

XXV
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Map 1. ca 1650.
“Carte d’Ukranie. Rouen.”
By Guillaume Le Vasseur Sieur de Beauplan (1600-1673).

Beauplan, a renowned French cartographer, who lived in Ukraine for many years
(1630-1648), has left us more than a dozen maps of Ukraine. Among them is the
rather unusual Rouen Map, which shows Ukraine and the Black Sea from a northern
standpoint, looking southward. (Andrew Gregorovich. “300th Anniversary. Beauplan.
1600-1673.” Forum, no. 24, 1974, 16-17.)
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Map 2. 1700.
“A New Map of Sarmatia Europaea,
Pannonia, and Dacia,” by Edward Wells of London.
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“Wells’s New Map of Sarmatia Europaea was issued in 1700 in his atlas A New Sett of
Maps Both of Ancient and Present Geography. [. . .] The work of Wells, a mathemati-
cian and professor of geography at Oxford, was highly regarded for its accuracy, and
his maps were frequently reproduced.” “Wells follows Ptolemy and distinguishes
European Sarmatia from Asian Sarmatia with its frontier being no further than the river
Tanais (Don).” (Bohdan Kordan, The Mapping of Ukraine. European Cartography
and Maps of Early Modern Ukraine, 1550-1799. New York: The Ukrainian Museum,
2008, p. 32.) The map is from the Titus and Sophia K. Hewryk Collection.
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Map 3. 1770.
“L’Europe.” Map by Rigobert Bonne (1727-1795).
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“The map shows Poland before it was partitioned by the Russian Empire and the Austro-
Hungarian Empire in 1722 and 1973. [. . .] Western Europe is reasonably accurate but

Eastern Europe including the Black Sea (Mer Noire), Crimea and Azov
inaccurate.” (Andrew Gregorovich, Forum, no. 114, 2007, p. 18-19.)
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Map 4. 1897.
“Europe (Political).” (Revised 1914.)

Comparstive Area )
Kansas
B0 g, miles |

e T
>

The line delimiting “Ukrainian Territory” is compiled from “Carte de la Nation Ru-
theno Ukrainienne,” published in Bulletin de la Société d’Anthropologie de Paris,
1897, F.2, p.150, and from “Ethnographische Ubersichtskarte der Ukraina,” pub-
lished by Kartogr. Anstalt G. Freytag & Berdt, Vienna. (Rand McNally & Co., 1906;
Ukraine’s Claim to Freedom: Appeal for Justice on Behalf of Thirty-five Millions by
Edwin Bjorkman, Simon C. Pollock, and M. Hrushevsky et al. New York: Ukrainian
National Association, 1915.)



Contemporary Ukraine
on the Cultural Map of Europe
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Mapping the Nation
History, Politics, and Religion






1

The Western Dimension of the
Making of Modern Ukraine

Roman Szporluk

In the coming years, analysts of current affairs are certain to examine and debate the
“Orange Revolution’s” significance for Ukrainian and more broadly post-Communist
politics and societies. Guided by their own views of “2004,” historians will be rethink-
ing and rewriting the history of Ukraine. In so doing, they will remain faithful to a
long-established academic tradition: as everybody knows, “1917” inspired generations
of scholars, both in Russia and in the West, to search for—and find—in the history of
nineteenth-century Russia the origins of the Bolshevik revolution.

A longer version of this chapter, “The Making of Modern Ukraine: The Western
Dimension,” was first published in March 2004.* Thus, it does not qualify as an at-
tempt to write Ukrainian history in the light of the Orange Revolution, but it does
contribute, as a historical commentary, to the current political debate about Ukraine’s
future relations with Europe and Russia.

I argue that the revolution of 1848 was a significant event in the history of Ukraine
at a time when its history intersected with that of other nations of central and eastern
Europe, including the Germans, Italians, Czechs, Hungarians, and Poles, and during
that historical juncture when traditional empires were beginning to face the challenges
of nationalism. The chapter then proceeds to situate the Ukrainian story in a broader
chronological and spacial frame, since the Ukrainian national idea had first been for-
mulated before 1848, and in the Russian Empire, not Austria. By choosing to become
Ukrainian, Austria’s Greek-Catholic “Ruthenes” chose to be a part of a nation whose
main part lived under the tsar and belonged to the Orthodox Church. The making of
modern Ukraine thus required overcoming a deep religious divide, a problem familiar
in the history of other nations, including Germany.

Whereas Ukraine became connected to German history through the Habsburg
monarchy, the decisive moments in the making of modern Ukraine occurred in
confrontations with Poland and Russia. In the post-1945 period, after centuries
of Ukrainian-Polish conflicts, Poland became a supporter of Ukrainian national
aspirations. As for “the Russia connection,” the chapter leaves open the question
of Russia’s post-1991 policies and intentions toward Ukraine. It suggests that
Russia has not yet decided whether it wants to restore its empire or to become a

3
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nation-state, whether it sees its future as a European power or as an entity outside
Europe.

More than five decades ago, in February 1948, the British historian Lewis Namier
delivered a lecture commemorating the centennial of the European revolution of 1848
(Baker 59-63; Julia Namier 31).2 His lecture has been published many times since
then as “1848: Seed-Plot of History” (Lewis Namier 21-30).

Namier’s choice of 1848 as a point of departure was well founded. The year 1848
saw the first European revolutions: France was at the center, and there were also
revolutions in Palermo, Naples, Vienna, Berlin, Buda, and Poznan, to name a few. It
was also the year of nationalist revolutions in central Europe and the year of publica-
tion of The Communist Manifesto, which predicted that an international proletarian
revolution would abolish capitalism, the state, nations, and nationalism.

A central theme of Namier’s lecture was that “every idea put forward by the nation-
alities of the Habsburg Monarchy in 1848 was realized at some juncture, in one form
or another” during the next century. Namier concluded: “1848 remains a seed-plot of
history. It crystallized ideas and projected the pattern of things to come; it determined
the course of the following century. It planned, and its schemes have been realized:
but non vi si pensa quanto sangue costa.”

Namier believed that the solution of the German Question—that is, “What is
Germany?”—was and would remain the central national problem in central and
eastern Europe for the next hundred years, that beginning in 1848 and continuing
through World War | and World War 11, the history of Germany defined the entire
region’s history. The other cases he reviewed (Hungarian, Italian, Polish, Yugoslav,
and Ukrainian) were directly related to the German story. As one of the nationalities
of the Habsburg monarchy that put forward their programs in 1848, Ruthenians or
Ukrainians were also a part of Namier’s scheme. West Ukraine (Galicia and Bukovyna)
was the easternmost extension of the European revolutions of 1848-1849, and for
modern Ukrainian history 1848 was a turning point.

Namier’s “German-centered” schema helps to see better the larger stage on which
Ukrainian history was made in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. He draws
our attention to the fact that at the very core of the Habsburg monarchy there grew and
intensified a conflict—a “dialectical contradiction,” to use a popular Marxist phrase—
between the dynasty and its principles, on the one hand, and German nationalism, the
German national question, on the other. The tension and conflict between “Empire”
and “Germany” influenced the imperial government’s treatment of other nationalities,
Ukrainians included. Bringing the German story into a Ukrainian narrative allows us
to correct the common view that Ukrainian nation formation was a delayed or retarded
process, whereas the German one represented an advanced case. A closer look at
Namier’s German story makes one wonder whether that distinction can be made.

In order to understand Namier’s story about what happened in 1848, it is necessary to
go back half a century to the period when the stage for those later developments was set.
The late eighteenth century saw two events that defined the course of Ukrainian history
for the next 150 years. The first was the abolition of an autonomous Ukrainian entity in
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1785 (the Hetmanate) in the Russian Empire, which occurred at virtually the same time
as the beginning of a Ukrainian cultural and literary revival there. The second was the
partitions of Poland between 1772 and 1795. In the first partition (1772), Austria took
Galicia, of which the western part was Polish-speaking and the eastern part Ukrainian-
speaking. Prussia took Poland’s Pomerania, and Russia took what is now Belarus. In
the 1793 and 1795 partitions, Russia took the Right-Bank Ukraine, Lithuania, and the
rest of Belarus, whereas Prussia and Austria divided between themselves the remain-
ing core Polish territory (Warsaw went to Prussia; Krakéw, to Austria). The former
Polish territories that now found themselves in Russia formed the stage on which the
Ukrainian movement would coexist and compete with both Polish and Russian power
(Armstrong 29).3

The Seed-Plot in Brief

Germany played the most important role in Namier’s scheme. He wrote that during
the revolutions of 1848, four different models of Germany had been proposed, and
each of them was realized, at one time or another, between 1848 and 1945. After the
Habsburg defeat of 1848-1849 came (1) the Greater Austria of 1850; (2) in 1866,
after the Prussian-Austrian war, a Greater Prussia emerged (Germany being parti-
tioned in 1866); this was followed by (3) the Lesser Germany (Klein-Deutschland) of
1870-1871; and, finally, (4) Adolf Hitler’s Greater Germany created in 1938-1939—a
Germany that included Austrian and Czech provinces and that was one of the radical
ideas of the 1848 revolution (and Karl Marx’s preferred German state). According
to Namier, several other nationalities of the Habsburg Empire realized their ideas
in the century following 1848. The Hungarians’ 1848 program was achieved in the
Compromise of 1867, which transformed the Austrian Empire into Austria-Hungary.
That arrangement constituted a defeat for the “non-historic” peoples for whom the
Greater Austria of 1850 had promised a better deal. The Italians also had some of their
claims satisfied during 1866-1867: Vienna was forced to give up most of its Italian
possessions to the new Kingdom of Italy. The Poles also gained: Galicia became au-
tonomous in 1868, and the Polish nobility there became its real master, though under
a constitutional regime.

“In 1918-19 came the time for the subject races of the German and Magyar spheres,”
Namier continues. The Czechs and Slovenes won their independence from the Ger-
mans; and the departure of the Croats, Slovaks, Romanians, and Serbs reduced the
Greater Hungary of 1867. | add to Namier’s account the facts that Hungary’s Ukrainians
became citizens of Czechoslovakia, and twenty years later, after the Sudetenland crisis
in 1938, Prague granted autonomy to Czechoslovakia’s “Ruthenian” province, which
at the same time began to call itself “Carpatho-Ukraine.” The events of 1938 and 1939
(when Hungary annexed that area with Hitler’s approval) illustrate the connection
between the unfolding of the Namierian German agenda and Ukrainian history.

The post-World War | period was also “the time” for the Poles: they and the Italians
fully realized the goals they had set while living under the Habsburgs. In 1918-1921,
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the Poles were able to assert their power by taking physical control of Ruthenian ter-
ritory in Galicia and claiming all of Galicia as Polish. The Italians were able to do the
same with respect to the Yugoslavs—meaning Slovenes and Croats. (Namier wrote
Yugoslavs: in 1948 Yugoslavia’s survival seemed secure.)

The last act of the 1848 drama took place in 1939-1945, when “the Ruthenians
completed their 1848 agenda with respect to the Poles, and the Yugoslavs completed
their agenda in the Italian sphere.” In consequence of World War 11, the Ruthenians fi-
nally disentangled themselves from the Polish bond—a legacy of 1848 and 1918-19109.
Namier did not elaborate on the meaning of the term “came the time” as it applied to
Ruthenians. Although Polish rule over Ukrainians ended by 1945, national indepen-
dence did not follow (thus, their 1848 agenda was not realized in 1945).

Namier’s story ends in 1948, but here it will continue to 1991, in an expanded geo-
graphical framework. For a historian of Ukraine, Namier’s lecture serves as a very clear
point of departure for a review of Ukraine’s European or western connection. Germans
were involved in Ukrainian affairs in 1914-1918 and again after 1939; and in 1991,
only one year after German unification, Ukraine finally gained its independence.

German Nationalism and the Habsburg Empire

In 1797 Johann Wolfgang Goethe and Friedrich Schiller asked the famous question:
“Deutschland? Aber wo liegt es? Ich weil3 das Land nicht zu finden.” Without giving
an answer, they explained the source of their difficulty: “Wo das gelehrte beginnt,
hort das politische auf.”*

Fifty years later, in 1848, Germans remained deeply divided about the question
of what Germany was. In 1848, the German nationalists’ program was to create a
unified Germany as a nation state that would embrace all German kingdoms and
principalities. The “Greater Austria” that emerged in 1850 dominated politics in all
German lands, but it also included such countries as Hungary, which German nation-
alists were not ready to accept. Namier’s listing of different models of Germany is a
useful reminder that the German nation, which some old-style studies classify as a
“historic” and thus well-defined nation, was itself undergoing complex processes of
making, remaking, and unmaking during its transition to the age of nationalism. The
new idea of a single, united German nation state was revolutionary: it called for the
destruction of the historic states of Prussia, Bavaria, Saxony, and dozens of others,
and it challenged the integrity of the hereditary dominions of the house of Habsburg
that lay within the Holy Roman Empire.

We can understand why the partitions profoundly influenced Polish, Ukrainian, and
German history. They transformed Prussia and Austria and thus helped to “de-Germanize”
these two states by adding substantial Polish populations and territories. The Polish
question became a problem in Prussia’s internal politics, and the inclusion of Polish
territories into the Habsburg monarchy moved Vienna’s center of attention east into the
Slavic world. Thus, post-1815 Austria was less German than it was before 1772. This
shift influenced the balance between the Germans and Slavs in favor of the latter.



THE WESTERN DIMENSION 7

When Austria took Polish territories (Galicia), it had to deal with a Polish nation
that was more advanced in nation building than the Germans. Compared with Polish
developments, German nationalism was still largely an intellectual phenomenon, not
only in Napoleon’s time, but even after 1815 and until 1848. Polish nationalism had
inspired wars and uprisings in 1794, 1807, 1809, 1812, and 1830. Even when there
was no Poland on the map, no Polish poet—Ilet alone two!—would have answered the
question “Where is Poland?” in the way Goethe and Schiller spoke about Germany.
The Poles were ahead of the Germans (and the Russians) in nation building at this
time—a fact that would also greatly influence Ukrainian nation formation, since the
Poles constituted a major part of Ukraine’s “Western dimension.”

Not only were the Germans divided and confused about what their country was or
should be. Other nationalities had problems deciding how to define their countries.
Vienna wanted to create a multiethnic “imperial people,” in opposition to German
and other ethnic nationalities. The Czech historian Jiti Koralka writes that the Czechs
faced no less than five concepts of nation by 1848: Austrian, Pan-German, Slavic,
Bohemian, and Czech. He notes the efforts of the Josephinian system “to create an
Austrian state nation, whose main support was to come from the enlightened homo
austriacus (Austrian man) in the Austrian state administration and school system, in
the army and in the church, guided by the state.” Until approximately 1860, Vienna
was still trying to create an Austrian imperial national identity, which was just as anti-
Czech or anti-Hungarian or anti-Polish as it was anti-German (Koralka 19-20).

The Ruthenians (or West Ukrainians) in Galicia were also confused about their
identity in 1848. Ruthenians had had a long relationship with the Poles. Galicia was
the first Ukrainian-inhabited area to find itself under Polish kings and had been under
their rule uninterruptedly from the mid-fourteenth century until 1772. Following the
1772 partition, Germany (as “Austria”) entered into the Polish-Ukrainian connection in
Galicia as a third force during a period of intellectual and political revolution. Galicia
was drawn into the world of German problems, and the imperial government began
to participate in the Polish-Ukrainian relationship.

The empire’s policy aimed at creating a homo austriacus explains why even though
Austria’s entry into Ukrainian lands made possible the rise of a political community,
Ruthenian peasants and Greek Catholics (Uniates) there did not become “Ukrainians.”
Their first political consciousness was imperial—that is, what Thomas Masaryk, writing
in the late nineteenth century, ironically called “Viennism,” while describing the Czechs’
continuing loyalty to the monarchy. In general, even after subjects of the monarchy had
adopted a modern national self-identification (as Czechs, Ukrainians, Slovenes, and so
forth), as a rule they retained their loyalty to the Emperor until the monarchy’s end.

At the time of the partitions, Austria failed to carry out its centralizing enlight-
enment-influenced reforms in Hungary and Bohemia, but it was more successful in
Galicia. In the long run, the Poles benefited most from those reforms.

Some Polish historians have claimed that Vienna practiced a “Germanization” of
Galicia after 1772, but that is not true. The addition of Galicia to the empire fostered
the de-Germanization of Austria because it further diverted Vienna’s attention from the
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German scene into the Slavic world. Any Germanization that the Habsburgs practiced
was motivated by bureaucratic needs and not a part of German nation building. Vienna
did not tell the Ukrainians (or others) that they were really German. And, as noted earlier,
German nationalism had come into conflict with the Habsburg Monarchy, which the Ger-
man revolutionaries wanted to dissolve by 1848. After 1772, Ruthenian Galicia became
integrated with the other ex-Polish regions under Vienna. Until the revolution of 1848,
the Poles generally believed, as did most politically aware Ruthenians, that Ruthenians
were Polish. The dialect spoken by ethnically Polish peasants in western Galicia was
different from that spoken by the eastern Galician peasants, but nationhood was con-
sidered a matter of politics, not ethnography. Choosing to be Polish meant choosing the
Polish heritage as one’s own, regardless of one’s ethnic or religious background. Thus,
as Jerzy Jedlicki writes, heritage was understood metaphorically: “the Polish peasant,
the Polonized Jew, Ruthenian or German became the heir of the Polish nobility and of
the entire history of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth” (Jedlicki 53-76).

A Ukrainian national alternative to Polonism emerged in Galicia under the influ-
ence of ideas coming from Ukrainians in the Russian Empire. The 1837 publication in
Buda of Rusalka Dnistrovaia, a slim collection of folk songs and poems written in the
vernacular, was a landmark in the history of Galician Ruthenians, but as the contents
reveal, its authors had been inspired by their East Ukrainian brothers. The young men
who put it together were also responding to the national revivals among the Czechs
and southern Slavs within the Habsburg monarchy. This was a slow process, however,
which we can better understand by remembering how much trouble the more highly
educated Germans had with choosing their own political identity.

For Austrian Ukrainians, their national revolution in 1848 was a declaration of se-
cession from the Polish nation; it was a break with “Polonism,” not with “Viennism.”
But even in 1848 they were still torn between different national alternatives. Vasyl
Podolynsky, in a short Polish-language book printed in 1848, titled Stowo przestrogi [A
Word of Warning], identified and examined four national orientations current among
his Ruthenian compatriots: Ruthenian/Austrian, Polish, Russian, and Ukrainian.® Those
who opted for the Ukrainian nationality declared that their homeland extended beyond
the Austrian Empire, as far east as the Don River. But even in the Main Ruthenian
Council, some defined their nationality more narrowly, as a much smaller “Galician-
Ruthenian people.” Eventually, however, upon the insistent demands of Yulian (lulian)
Lavrivsky, a member of the council who was not a clergyman, the declaration was
revised to state that the Galician Ruthenians were a part of a fifteen-million strong
Little Russian (Ukrainian) nation (Bohachevsky-Chomiak 29-30; Hrytsak 52). One
needed a secular view of politics to be able to declare that the Greek Catholics of
Galicia belonged to a nation that was overwhelmingly Eastern Orthodox.

Between Russians and Poles: Ukrainians in the Russian Empire

Because his lecture stressed the centrality of the German Question, Namier left out
the Russian dimension in the making of the Ukrainian nation, a dimension with its
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own western connections beyond the frame of “Vienna.” The Ukrainian culture
that the Galician Ruthenians were adopting from Russia was produced in part dur-
ing the encounter of East Ukrainian awakeners with Polish culture there. Similarly,
the Russian-Ukrainian relationship was influenced by Russia’s direct relations with
western Europe. Thus, Russia was also part of Ukraine’s western dimension during
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and in order to understand the Ruthenian
declaration of unity with Ukraine in 1848, we must briefly consider intellectual and
political developments involving both Poles and Ukrainians in the framework of
Russian history before 1848. While the Ruthenians of Galicia entered the European
stage in 1848 through their experiences in that revolution, their ethnic kinsmen in
the Russian Empire had participated in a very different kind of opening to Europe
that was launched during the reign of Peter | (1689-1725) and continued under his
successors, most notably Catherine 11 (1762—1796). In her study of nationalism, Liah
Greenfeld argues that Russian nation formation was a direct consequence of Russia’s
opening to the West, and she offers a theoretical-comparative perspective in which
to interpret it. She asserts that in order for nationalist ideas to spread (a prerequisite
for nation-building projects), “a supra-societal system,” or shared social space, has
to exist (Greenfeld 495). Considering that from the eighteenth century on Russia’s
rulers were trying to define their state in a European context, Greenfeld’s concept of
“shared social space” (better perhaps to say “shared cultural or mental space”) sup-
ports Russia’s inclusion in Europe. When imperial Russia first opened itself to the
West, then, it was reasonable to expect that “Little Russia,” as the former Hetmanate
was called, would become integrated in the new St. Petersburg-centered and Europe-
oriented Russian state and society then emerging. In Marc Raeff’s words: “All seemed
to conspire to bring about the integration of the Ukrainian elite and its culture into
that of the empire, leading, in fact, to russification, since Russian political culture
had achieved dominance and monopoly in the empire” (Raeff 78). Indeed, because
of Ukraine’s more developed educational network then, during Catherine I1°s reign
natives of Ukraine were prominent in various governmental, educational, and other
institutions in St. Petersburg and Moscow. They were among the most enthusiastic
builders of an imperial Russian national identity—as a way to become European.

There were limits to Russia’s Westernization or Europeanization, however. Rus-
sia’s state-sponsored “opening” to Europe was closely controlled and very selective.
It did not provide for the adoption of modern political ideas and institutions of the
West, such as representative government, an independent judiciary, or freedom of the
press. The tsarist state’s refusal to evolve in the western direction became especially
evident during the final phase of Catherine Il’s reign and under her two immediate
successors, emperors Paul (1796-1801) and Alexander | (1801-1825). All doubts on
this score were removed during the reign of Nicholas | (1825-1855) with its declara-
tion of Orthodoxy, autocracy, and narodnost’ as the fundamental principles of Russian
statehood. Tsarist ideology and policies worked against the formation of a “European,”
modern Russian nation.

Thus, while Russia’s “Europeanization” fostered the acculturation and assimilation
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of “Little Russia” into a common imperial culture and polity, the processes that were
making Russians European—while turning “Little Russians” into European Russians—
also created conditions in which the modern idea of a distinct Ukrainian nation could
emerge. The selective opening toward Europe reflected in the empire’s anti-liberal course
was especially unwelcome in that area from which so many enthusiasts of Russia’s
Europeanization had come two or three generations earlier, that is, “Little Russia,” or
Left-Bank Ukraine. Its upper class was similar in some respects to the Polish elite and
thought of itself as the carrier of Little Russia’s traditions and liberties, a heritage of
Ukraine’s Commonwealth past that Ukraine did not share with Great Russia or “Mus-
covy.” Thus, even after Little Russia submitted to the tsars, it retained a system based
on a rule of law, and many of its offices were at least formally elective until Catherine
put an end to this tradition by extending the Russian administrative system to the area.
It was individuals belonging to that Ukrainian elite who in contact with European
ideas, reaching them also through other channels besides St. Petersburg, produced the
idea that Ukraine was a nation. Gradually they managed to draw their own road map to
Europe—and even persuade the Ruthenians in Galicia to join them. As John LeDonne
has written, “while the autonomy of Little Russia was indeed being curtailed . . . a larger
Ukraine was coming into being” (LeDonne 305). The idea of a larger Ukraine was no
less revolutionary than the idea of a greater Germany.

Thoughts about a Ukraine larger than the just dissolved historic “Little Russia”
found support in the geopolitical changes taking place in eastern Europe. By placing,
after the partitions of 1793 and 1795, Left-Bank and Right-Bank Ukraine together
under one government, the tsarist state helped—unintentionally, of course—the Ukrai-
nian national cause. The Poles were more than simply one of “the nationalities” in the
multinational Russian Empire. In addition to the Kingdom of Poland (created in 1815
out of parts annexed by Prussia and Austria in 1795), a Polish-dominated social and
cultural space extended far to the east, up to the 1772 border of the Commonwealth. In
the case of Kyiv, Polish influence moved even beyond the old border. Kyiv, until then
a border town, became a place where the Left- and the Right-Bank elites could meet.
Ukrainians from the old Hetmanate found themselves again face to face with the Poles,
the tsar’s new subjects. The emergent Ukrainian intelligentsia, owing to contacts with
Polish cultural and political activists, discovered that the Poles knew a shorter road to
Europe, in particular to its liberal and democratic ideas and institutions.

On the other hand, imperial annexation of so much Polish territory did not help
Russia’s “Europeanization.” Vera Tolz has noted that the incorporation of Polish lands
turned Poland into “Russia’s internal “West,”” but that area became the stage of the
Russian-Polish struggle, making Russia’s own problems more difficult and bringing
differences between Russia and Europe out into the open.® Polish writers and scholars
working in places like Warsaw and Vilnius were passing on the new ideas of nationality,
increasingly popular in Habsburg lands, to the Ukrainian, Lithuanian, and Belarusian
intelligentsia in lands contested by the Poles and the Russians.

The emerging Ukrainian intelligentsia rejected Polish claims to Ukrainian lands,
which the Poles wanted to make part of a restored Poland one day, and it similarly
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refuted the Russia’s claims to those lands. The elite was receptive to Polish—that is,
western or “European”—ideas, however. That was most notably the case in Kyiv,
where in the 1840s the first significant Ukrainian intellectual and political circle, the
Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood, embraced political ideas circulating among the
Poles. The Brotherhood held that the Ukrainians, an equal of Russians and Poles, were
a member of the Slavic community of nations that also included the West and South
Slavs beyond Russia’s borders. Yet there were limits to how far the early Ukrainian
activists could open up to the Poles. Under both the Russian and Habsburg empires,
Polish landlords continued to dominate the masses of Ukrainian peasantry. When the
Ukrainian-Polish national conflict emerged, it had a strong social-class component
(peasants against landlords).

Official Russia viewed “Little Russians” as a branch of a greater Russian nation
that also included Great Russians and Belarusians. It was not until the 1860s, under the
impact of the Polish 1863 insurrection, that the Ukrainian movement (ukrainofil’stvo)
was recognized as an attempt to break the unity of Russia. However, some Russian
enemies of tsarism had recognized much earlier that ukrainofil’stvo, even disguised
as an interest in local history, folklore, and literature, carried a political message of
“cosmopolitan” or “European liberalism” (Ulianov 156). If they were right, then the
Ukrainian “project” was a Ukrainian “road map” to Europe, drawn in an encounter with
the Poles and constituting an alternative to official Russia’s position on Europe.

Gradually, the “European” theme became dominant in Ukrainian discourses on
the nature of Ukraine’s distinctiveness from Russia. The thesis that the Ukrainians’
historical ties to Europe distinguished them from the Russians became an article of
faith in Ukrainian national ideology. According to Mykola Kostomarov, “the basic
differences between Ukrainians and Russians rested more on socio-political factors
than on ethnicity, language or religion.” Later, the leading spokesman of Ukrainian
populism, Mykhailo Drahomanov, stressed that “the preponderance of national dif-
ferences between Ukraine and Muscovy can be explained by the fact that until the
eighteenth century Ukraine was more closely bound to western Europe,” and the
twentieth-century conservative ideologue Viacheslav Lypynsky saw “the basic differ-
ence between Ukraine and Muscovy” not in language but in a different relationship
between the state and society (Pelenski 222—-223).

The End of the Vienna Connection

Paradoxical as this may appear, in 1914 the “stateless” Ruthenians of Galicia were a
nation in a sense in which the Russians in “their own” empire were not. A Ukrainian
subject of the Austrian monarchy enjoyed more personal and political freedom than a
Ukrainian or Russian did in Russia. The Ukrainian national idea and the political ideas
of the Ukrainophiles were compatible with the legal and political system and values
of Europe as exemplified by Austria: what the Ukrainians wanted was even more of
Europe—further democratic reforms, greater national rights, especially including
autonomy for the Ukrainian part of Galicia. They certainly did not want autocracy to
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be introduced. Students are amused to learn that among the many titles of the Emperor
of Austria and King of Hungary was that of King of Galicia and Lodomeria, which
meant that he considered himself the successor of the medieval Rus’ princes of Halych
and Volodymyr. But the Habsburg monarchy introduced many modern practices. In
1848, when serfdom was abolished in the monarchy, Austria’s Ukrainian serfs were
also freed, and Ukrainians, including the freed peasants, voted in 1848 to elect the
monarchy’s constituent assembly, the Reichstag; some of those elected as deputies
were former serfs. Ukrainians voted together with Poles, Romanians, Czechs, Slovenes,
Germans, and Italians, for all of whom this was a first experience. However critical
one may be of the actual conditions under which they lived after 1848, until the end
of the monarchy, the Ukrainians of Galicia and Bukovyna knew the rule of law (the
monarchy was a Rechtsstaat); were free to develop their own associations of all kinds,
including political parties; participated in politics at local, provincial, and state-wide
levels; and had their language recognized by the state in education, administration,
and the courts of justice. In short, for Austria’s Ukrainians, “Europe” did not mean
only noble but abstract ideals but was, however imperfect in practice, something they
experienced in their daily lives.

That does not mean that the Ruthenians of Galicia and Bukovyna were somehow
better Europeans or better Ukrainians than their cousins under Russia. Their Ukrainian
national identity, and thus their self-definition as a European nation, was formed in
their interactions with Poltava, Kharkiv, and Kyiv. Choosing the Ukrainian identity,
the Galician Ruthenians accepted as their own the conception of Ukrainian history
formulated by “Easterners.” Mykhailo Hrushevsky, a Kyiv University graduate, wrote
his great synthesis when he was a professor at the University of Lviv in 1894-1914
(Plokhy 150-151). The Galician Ukrainians accepted “the Cossack myth” as a con-
stituent element of their identity, and thus “agreed to forget” past Cossack-Uniate
hostilities. Thus, they confirmed Ernest Renan’s famous statement that “the essence
of a nation is that all individuals have many things in common, and also that they
have forgotten many things.” (Renan explained that “every French citizen has to have
forgotten the massacre of Saint Bartholomew, or the massacres that took place in the
Midi in the thirteenth century” [Renan 11].)

Ukrainian activists in the tsarist state recognized their contribution and also treated
the achievements of their Austrian compatriots as their own. They explained the differ-
ences between the two Ukraines by the fact that one of them was part of a European
state. Looking at pre-1914 Galicia, they expected that Russian Ukraine could do just
as well if given an opportunity. Such an opportunity came after the fall of tsarism,
between March and November 1917, when the forces of Russian democracy and of
Ukrainian autonomy worked to reach a modus vivendi satisfying both sides. But as
Thomas Masaryk put it in 1918, the Russian revolutionaries and the Russian masses
“have rid themselves of the Tsar, but they have not yet ridden themselves of tsarism”
(Masaryk 123). A democratic Russia did not survive. Petr Struve, writing many years
later, described the revolution of 1917 as “the political suicide of a political nation”
and called it “the most destructive event in world history” (quoted in Pipes 301).
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In the civil war both the “Reds” and the “Whites” fought against the Ukrainians.
The Poles defeated the West Ukrainians in 1919 and ruled the Ukrainian part of
Galicia until 1939. The Polish-West Ukrainian war might have ended differently if
the East Ukrainians had not had to fight both the Red and White Russians. Or had the
West Ukrainians been able to help instead of fighting the Poles on the western front,
East Ukraine might have defeated its Red and White enemies.

The Last Act of “1848”: 1945-1991

Namier was right to think that 1945 inaugurated a new era in European history. A
process of European unification began with the Community of Coal and Steel, the
Common Market, NATO, and, most recently, the European Union. To the east, there
was the Soviet Bloc, or “Socialist Commonwealth.” Nevertheless, after the defeat of
the “Greater German Reich,” in addition to the Ukrainian question, other “questions”
inherited from 1848 remained, and of these the most important was the German one. As
we shall see, Ukrainian history remained linked to German history until 1990. It took
almost fifty years from the end of World War 1l for the new version of the “German
Question” to be solved to everybody’s satisfaction. The solution was directly connected
to political change within the USSR and the Soviet Bloc. In 1990, “What is Germany?”
received an answer no one had anticipated in 1848; but at last everyone seemed happy,
especially Poland and Czechoslovakia, when prior to German reunification the Federal
Republic recognized the 1945 borders, thus renouncing any “revanchist” claims. It
then became easier for the Poles (and others) to press for democracy at home and for
independence from the USSR. But the end of the German threat did not guarantee the
survival of all states we might with some justification call successors of the Habsburg
monarchy. German unification was soon followed by the breakup of Yugoslavia and
Czechoslovakia, and in both cases it is possible to see echoes of 1848.

Ukraine’s independence followed the unification of Germany in less than one year.
The “intersection” between the histories of Ukraine and Germany during the late
1980s—early 1990s proved to be very helpful to the Ukrainians. Gorbachev’s German
policy undermined his political base at home, emboldened nationalists throughout
the USSR, and in turn helped to end the Soviet Union’s control over eastern Europe.
The Soviet Union fell apart shortly after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, and the
Russian Federation found itself within the “approximate frontiers of Peter the Great’s
Russia” (Zelikow and Rice 369).”

In 1991, the former “Ruthenians” of Habsburg Galicia were able to freely express
their wish to live together with their compatriots in the East in an independent state
called Ukraine. In March of that year, in a popular referendum on the future of the
Soviet Union, which Mikhail Gorbachev organized in order to save the USSR as a
single state, the three ex-Galician regions overwhelmingly voted for Ukraine’s inde-
pendence. (In March, the option to vote for independence was not available elsewhere
in Ukraine.) The Galicians reaffirmed their choice in the Ukraine-wide referendum of
December 1, 1991, in which all of Ukraine voted for independence.
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After 1991, some western (and Russian) analysts and scholars were predicting that
Ukraine would break up the way of Yugoslavia. They pointed out several possible fault
lines: one was along the old boundary between Austria-Hungary and Russia; another,
following the divide between the mainly Catholic West and the Eastern Orthodox East
(as part of a “clash of civilizations™); and, third, a break into Ukrainian- and Russian-
speaking regions, with Crimea seceding first, followed by Donbas and Odesa. None
of these scenarios materialized.

The Ukraine that became independent in 1991 was hardly a well-integrated country.
Itincluded, besides Galicia, two other territories that the Soviet Union had annexed af-
ter World War I1: the so-called Trans-Carpathian Ukraine (taken from Czechoslovakia)
and the northern portion of the old Austrian province of Bukovyna (from Romania).
Their populations had lived under the Habsburgs and then, during the twenty years
between the wars, under their successors, who, despite their many shortcomings,
differed markedly from Stalin’s Soviet Union. Thus, the making of Ukrainians into
one nation, a Romantic idea in 1848, would have been a complex, painful, and chal-
lenging process under the best of circumstances. Even so, during the final years of
the USSR, the older Soviet Ukrainians were able to work with their compatriots in
the newly attached western areas to produce a unified national movement. There was
a remarkable unity of action between Lviv and Kyiv in 1989-1991, which proved
crucial to the success of the independence movement.

During the crisis of the Soviet system, Poland’s support helped to produce a unified
Ukrainian politics. The Ukrainian-Polish conflict in the twentieth century was mainly
a conflict between West Ukrainians and Poles. Starting in the 1950s, some Poles began
to change their position on Ukraine: they accepted the loss of territory once considered
part of Poland and decided to help the Ukrainians as part of their own effort to free
themselves from Soviet hegemony. By the 1980s, this policy had become the guiding
principle of political elites in Poland.® In dealing with Russia, Ukraine did not face a
threat at its “western front.” There was “Im Westen viel Neues.”

2004: An Epilogue—and a Prologue?

When it won independence in 1991, Ukraine was not a democratic state, but it escaped
the fate of Yugoslavia or Czechoslovakia and remained one country. Only in 2004, some
fifteen years after the central European revolutions of 1989-1990, did the Ukrainians,
in their Orange Revolution, make an attempt to “catch up” with their former fellow
Habsburg nations. The new generation was especially aware that Ukraine’s revolution
had not been completed. As a young man at Independence Square told a foreign corre-
spondent: “In 1991 we became independent, now we want to be free.” The fundamental
issue in the Orange Revolution was a stand against corruption and for human dignity
and human rights. The most popular slogan—“\We are many—we cannot be defeated”
(Razom nas bahato, nas ne podolaty)—recalls slogans of East German demonstrators
in 1989-1990: “Wir sind das Volk” and “Wir sind ein Volk” as well as Solidarity’s call
in 1980: Nic o nas bez nas—*"nothing that concerns us—without us.” 2004 was also
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remarkable for the help their European neighbors gave Ukraine. In Kyiv hundreds of
thousands cheered “Poland, Poland” when Lech Watesa addressed them, and there were
declarations of support and solidarity from Prague and other capitals.

However, by 2004 it was also clear that the breakup of the USSR had not conclu-
sively solved “the Russian Question,” in particular in the area of Ukrainian-Russian
relations. In 1991, the Russian Federation had played a crucial role in the peaceful
dissolution of the USSR and in Ukraine’s gain of independence, and it seemed then
that its leaders and its people had abandoned the goal of imperial restoration and an
authoritarian form of government, in short—had agreed to become a “normal” nation,
similar to other “post-imperial” nations.

Today, the picture is much less clear. President VIadimir Putin’s open interference in
the Ukrainian election process shows that Russia prefers not to view Ukraine as a truly
independent country. Lilia Shevtsova recently noted the survival of “nostalgia for the
imperialist [i.e., imperial] past” among Russia’s political elites, and their hope, shared
by Putin, that Russia will be able “to join the West on their own terms—that is, while
preserving at least some elements of the Russian System” (Shevtsova 265-266).

Whatever choices Russia makes, they will reflect the European and Eurasian dimen-
sions of its history, as one would expect of a country extending from the Baltic to the
Pacific, and will directly influence Ukraine’s domestic and foreign affairs—despite
its choice for Europe in the election of 2004.

Notes

1. Roman Szporluk, “The Making of Modern Ukraine: The Western Dimension,” was first
published in March 2004 Harvard Ukrainian Studies, vol. XXV, nos. 1/2, 57-90.

2. The distinguished British historian Sir Lewis Namier (1888-1960) was born Ludwik
Bernsztajn (Bernstein) in Russian-ruled Poland. Later the family bought an estate in eastern
Galicia and changed its name to Niemirowski. His father was a fervent Polish nationalist, but
young Ludwik, who spent his childhood among Ukrainian village children, would later take
the side of Ukrainians during the Polish-Ukrainian conflict in 1918-1919. See Mark Baker
(59-63), and Julia Namier (31).

3. John A. Armstrong argues that nationalism, which he defines “the contention that the
organizing principle of government should be the unification of all members of a nation in a
single state,” became “salient” in 1775-1815, “the single decisive watershed in the historical
development of ethnicity and nationalism.”

4. For reference to this Goethe-Schiller “epigram,” see James J. Sheehan, “What Is Ger-
man History? Reflections on the Role of the Nation in German History and Historiography,”
Journal of Modern History 53.1 (March 1981): 1. Klaus von Beyme (39-52) also includes the
post—1945 period in his discussion. David Blackbourn in his The Long Nineteenth Century:
A History of Germany, 1780-1918 observed that “unification meant that there was now a
Germany on the map as well as a Germany in the head,” but he also remarked, “What we call
the unification of Germany was actually a partition” (Blackbourn xvi). This explains why the
post-1871 Germany on the map did not correspond to the Germany in everybody’s head, as
demonstrated by the rise of the Third Reich.

5. Vasyl Podolynsky (1815-1876) considered himself a Pole before 1848, and belonged
to a Polish secret society. In 1848, he opted for Ukrainian nationality and wanted Ukrainians
to be a member nation of the Slavic federation.
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6. Vera Tolz, in making her argument, includes the opinions of nineteenth-century Russian
commentators (88-89).

7. Elsewhere Zelikow and Rice write that the Soviets were opposed to German reunifica-
tion, believing that it “would rip the heart out of the Soviet security system” and undo all the
gains of World War Il (125-126). (The Soviets were right.)

8. Timothy Snyder, in his The Reconstruction of Nations: Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania,
Belarus, 1569-1999, offers a broad synthesis of the Polish “dimension” of Ukrainian and East
European history extending to the beginning of the post-Communist era.
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2

Cultural Fault Lines and
Political Divisions

The Legacy of History in Contemporary Ukraine
Mykola Riabchuk

The notion of Ukraine as allegedly “divided between the pro-Russian east and the
nationalist west” has become conventional wisdom in international journalistic reports
on the country, and often appears in the academic realm as something too obvious to
be questioned, explained, or framed as an issue. Such an approach suits the existing
stereotypes perfectly, as well as the general tendency of mass consciousness to digest
everything in simplified, ready-made form. It also satisfies media demand for thrill-
ing “stories” and apocalyptic “forecasts”: the prospect of a huge European country
plunged into a civil war, ethnic cleansing, or war with neighboring Russia certainly
sells better than any attempt at sober, competent, and comprehensive analysis of that
country’s complex development.

Still, there is one more reason for all of these simplifications and homemade
sensations. Ukraine, in a sense, really is “divided between the pro-Russian east and
the nationalist west,” but each word in this dubious formula needs to be questioned
and defined. First, what are “east” and “west,” where is the border between them, is
it fixed or moveable, firm or permeable? Does it exist at all as a clear-cut line rather
than a broad and indeterminate area where “east” and “west” overlap?

Second, in this mantra, what does “pro-Russian” mean and what does “nationalist”
mean? Why is a binary opposition forged here of two adjectives that are not themselves
opposed in binary fashion? Does it mean that the “nationalist” west is more xenophobic
than the “nonnationalist” (internationalist? cosmopolitan? tolerant?) east? By the same
token, should readers believe that the very fact of being “pro-Russian” (whatever that
means) makes anybody less “nationalistic” and therefore superior to anybody who is
not “pro-Russian” (or not as “pro-Russian”)? What if we employ the real antonyms
in this quasi-binary formula? Would it not be more correct (and intellectually honest)
to juxtapose the “pro-European” west with the “pro-Russian” east? Or if one prefers to
emphasize Ukrainian “nationalism” in the west, why not look for its real antonym,
Russian/Soviet nationalism in the east?

18
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Finally, what does “division” mean in this mantra? Is it much different from
the north—south division in the United States, the east-west division in Germany,
or the north-south division in Italy? What are the reasons for it, and what are its
probable consequences? Is it, or should it be, formalized?

Since | lack the space to answer all of these questions here, | will focus on framing
the issue of some stereotypic views that have gained currency as “common knowl-
edge” in both scholarly and journalistic writing. In particular, | would like to draw
special attention to the very important changes in the political geography of Ukraine
over the past decade. First, | explain these changes from a cultural-anthropological
perspective, and then briefly discuss the prospects for future changes in view of recent
political developments.

Ukraine’s east-west divide is no surprise for any observer acquainted with the country’s
history. One dozen regions, with different historical trajectories, had been exposed to
diverse cultural and civilizational influences until they were finally unified by the Bol-
sheviks in the quasi-sovereign Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. It might be more of
asurprise that all of the interregional divisions are virtually overshadowed by a single—
political—one, roughly attributed to an unspecified “east” and “west.” The eastern border
of the “east” is clear, since it coincides with the eastern border of Ukraine; the same can
be said of the western border of the “west.” The real problem is the definition of the
border between “east” and “west,” which seems to be very vague and fluid.

The issue received prominence in 1994, on the eve of the presidential election,
when opinion polls revealed a clear division between regions supporting the reputedly
“nationalistic” incumbent, Leonid Kravchuk, and his allegedly “pro-Russian” rival,
Leonid Kuchma. The reputable Economist published an article on Ukraine under the
eloquent title “The Birth and Possible Death of a Country” (May 7, 1994), while
the American government had apparently leaked a classified CIA expert’s report to
the Washington Post, publicized as “U.S. Intelligence Sees Economic Flight Leading
to Breakup of Ukraine” (January 25, 1994).

One may speculate whether talk of Ukraine’s probable split along partly real, partly
imaginary fault lines had been influenced by Samuel Huntington’s notorious Clash of
Civilizations, published in 1993. Yet there are serious reasons to believe that, in the
long run, “Huntington’s thesis on civilizational affiliation to a significant degree both
informs and reflects western politics regarding Ukraine and Russia” (Soltys 162). Even
though Ukraine did not fall apart in 1994 after Kuchma’s victory, and it did not split
in 2004 during the Orange Revolution, the crude Huntingtonian scheme still retains
a hold on the imaginations of many Westerners, including EU officials of the highest
rank. One of them, a former French president and the recent head of the European
Convention, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, gave a graphic explanation of why Ukraine
should definitely be excluded from the European Union (EU) project:

A part of Ukraine has, indeed, a European character—these are the lands that
belonged to Poland and, earlier, to the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. But the
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territories beyond the Dnipro River and those to the south have a Russian character.
Those lands cannot belong to the European Union as long as Russia is not admit-
ted to the EU. Therefore we should wait and see how things develop. (Giscard
d’Estaing 7)

The French logic may seem a bit strange, but it is deeply rooted in imperial ste-
reotypes of West European nations, which, historically, had accepted and adopted a
Russian imperial view of Ukraine as a legitimate sphere of Russian influence, and
still refuse to decouple it from Russia both culturally and politically. Fourteen years
after Ukraine’s independence, and one year after the spectacular Orange Revolution,
they are ready to recognize that at least “a part of Ukraine has a European character,”
but they still deem the rest of the country semi-Russian or, as they vaguely put it,
“Russian in character.”

Apparently, “Russian character” in this formula means something much more sub-
stantial than just ethnic, or cultural, or linguistic peculiarities of a region. Itis clearly not
like the “French character” of western Switzerland or southern Belgium. It is deemed
more alien, sinister, and essentially incompatible with Europe. Josef Langer employed
the same argument when explaining why the EU placed Ukraine, and Moldova, and
Belarus in the same category as North African and Middle Eastern countries within the
framework of the so-called European Neighborhood Policy. All of these countries, he
wrote, their differences notwithstanding, “are involved in a more or less open civil war
which seems to be fed by a disagreement on the adoption of Western values” (Langer).
The common factor between Morocco and Belarus, or Lebanon and Ukraine, is that “the
EU is challenged by another spiritual power” (ibid.) in all of them: Muslim orthodoxy,
in one case, and Russian imperial messianism, in the other.

According to Huntington, the civilizational fault line between the European world
of western Christianity and the Eurasian world of Russian/Byzantine eastern tradi-
tion crosses over Ukraine, dividing its westernmost part from the rest of the country.
His premise that civilizational allegiance is defined most importantly by the factor of
religion has substantial political implications as well: “Religion orients the individual
or community towards political authority and shapes the larger part of a country’s
system of political beliefs and structures” (Soltys 163).

Indeed, in the 1991 presidential election, only three Greek-Catholic (“Uniate”)
oblasts in western Ukraine—Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk, and Ternopil—provided land-
slide support for anticommunist candidate Viacheslav Chornovil. They make up the
core of historic Galicia, a region that never belonged to Russia and was taken over
by the Soviet Union only in 1939, after the Molotov-Ribbentrop agreement. In all
of the other twenty-two oblasts of today’s Ukraine, the ex-communist leader Leonid
Kravchuk scored a victory in the 1991 election. But four of those oblasts—Greek-
Catholic Transcarpathia and Orthodox Bukovyna, Volyn, and Rivnenshchyna—are
located by Huntington to the west of his notorious fault line, probably because in
the nineteenth century some parts belonged to Austro-Hungary (Bukovyna and
Transcarpathia), interwar Romania (Bukovyna) and Czechoslovakia (Transcar-
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pathia), or interwar Poland (Molyn and Rivnenshchyna). All of this means that not
only religion but also other factors should be considered as probable civilizational
determinants. In particular, the level of Russification/Sovietization might be a very
important determinant of voting patterns and political behavior in a country that
strives for decolonization and detotalitarization.

The results of the 1991 presidential election, as well as of the local and parliamentary
elections a year earlier, largely confirmed the validity of the Huntingtonian scheme,
even though there were substantial internal differences between the regions both to the
west and to the east of his fault line. Both “Greek-Catholic” Galicia and “Orthodox”
Volyn challenged the dominance of (post-)Soviet nomenklatura much more defiantly
than all of the regions to the east, exposed historically to stronger and more protracted
Russification/Sovietization (with a significant exception in the capital city of Kyiv,
which followed “western” rather than “eastern” patterns of political behavior).

Religion may indeed have determined some political differences between Galicia
and Volyn, by contributing to the stronger ethnic identity of the Greek-Catholics, and
the higher level of their political (“nationalistic””) mobilization. But in the case of Kyiv,
religion played little, if any, role. Political mobilization in Ukraine’s capital was based
primarily on civic rather than ethnic nationalism, and was determined primarily by
“modernization factors”: a higher level of urbanization, education, income, and so
on. In terms of voting behavior, Kyiv established a very important pattern that, under
proper conditions, could have been followed by other eastern Ukrainian regions.

By 2002, the whole of central Ukraine (seven oblasts to the east of the Huntingtonian
fault line) gave a clear majority of votes to anti-Soviet, pro-Western, prodemocratic
parties, and to candidates sometimes labeled (rather simplistically) as “nationalists.”
In 2004, during the Orange Revolution, anti-Soviet, democratic Ukraine encompassed
all sixteen oblasts of the west and center, shifting the Huntingtonian fault line from
the eastern borders of interwar Poland (Second Rzeczpospolita) to the southeastern
borders of the seventeenth-century Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (the First Rze-
czpospolita in its greatest expanse). This new-old line refers to amuch more profound
civilizational divide than the rather arbitrarily established eastern border of the Second
Rzeczpospolita. In actuality, the older medieval border marked a divide between the
forest-steppe and open-steppe zones, between ancient settlements and no-man’s-lands,
between sedentary and nomadic civilizations.

Today’s Ukrainian southeast consists of nine oblasts, most of them heavily industri-
alized and densely populated since the days of nineteenth-century imperial coloniza-
tion. Even though ethnic Ukrainians predominate numerically in the area (except for
the Crimea), their ethnic identity is very vague, while the level of Russification and
Sovietization is still very high. Multiethnicity has not translated into multiculturalism
here, but instead has provided a nutrient substance for the Soviet-style melting pot,
producing homo sovieticus. The uprooted population, with no historical memory of
any non-Soviet/non-Russian experience, became quite a natural electoral base for the
communists and, eventually, for the local mafia-cum-oligarchs who established a kind
of patronage network in the region.
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The new fault line that (re)emerged in Ukraine in 2002-2004, and was confirmed in
2006-2007 by the parliamentary elections, would probably not be so easily overcome
(if at all) as the more artificial (political rather than civilizational) Huntingtonian fault
line drawn initially in the west of Ukraine. Huntington missed the point when he failed
to decouple Ukraine from Russia, and, specifically, to distinguish the essence and role
of the Orthodox Church in both countries. As a Canadian scholar has aptly remarked,

Huntington confuses the question of who is, respectively, catholic, protestant, or
orthodox in formal confessional affiliation and catholic, protestant, or orthodox in
cultural-political orientation. This confusion occurs because it is the Russian capital
and heartland that traditionally constituted the center of ecclesiastical and political
catholicism within the Russian empire. That is, Moscow is both the home of the
ostensibly universal church and the promoter of political centralism in this region.
The adherents of the Russian orthodox church (ROC) are essentially catholics; they
are centrists or “insiders,” defenders of the status quo, and their traditional cultural
and political orientation is one of empire, obedience to hierarchical and central au-
thority, and rejection of other religious or intellectual currents. Conversely, adherents
of the reestablished Ukrainian autocephalous orthodox church and the Ukrainian
orthodox church-Kyiv patriarchate (UOC-KP), uniates, Roman Catholics, protes-
tants, Jews, and Muslims belong, perforce, to the “reformation” in Ukraine. These
people are peripherialists or “outsiders.” All of these denominations have made the
intellectual and institutional break with Russian orthodoxy (or never belonged to it
in the first place), the more so that all of them were for long periods the targets of
the Russian orthodox tsarist and Bolshevik Russian states’ persecutions. In Ellul’s
terms, these are “free people,” with intellects functioning independently of the
constituted regime’s preferences. The institutional structures of these groups were
never co-opted like the ROC into the Russian state apparatus, but instead belonged
to civic society. (Soltys 163-164)

In other words, the “Catholic”/“Orthodox” division between western and central
Ukraine is of minor importance, because not only the Greek-Catholic but also the
Ukrainian-Orthodox tradition are profoundly different from Russian Orthodoxy,
with its byzantine authoritarianism, statism, servilism, and, ultimately, political mes-
sianism and pan-Slavic imperialism. The First Rzeczpospolita did not nationalize
and domesticate the Orthodox Church, but, rather, strongly alienated it and made it
(unwillingly) an influential institution of Ukrainian society. Eventually, the Second
Rzeczpospolita (and the Poles within Habsburg Galicia) did the same to the Ukrainian
Greek Catholic Church.

There are many more common features between western and central Ukraing,
brought about by the First Rzeczpospolita, even though the regions eventually diverged
under Austrian and Russian sway, respectively. Rule of law, local self-governance,
a European system of education, contractual relations between rulers and subjects,
elements of republicanism—all of these features radically differentiated the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth from the absolutist, despotic, and essentially oriental
Muscovy that largely informed the political tradition of the Russian Empire and
eventually transferred it to Ukraine. Still, while this tradition was imposed without
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too much difficulty in Ukraine’s south and east, as a mere extension of the imperial
stretch onto the newly colonized “no-man’s-lands,” it encountered an alternative,
profoundly different tradition informed by another civilization in Ukraine’s center
and, especially, the west. Even though this tradition was eventually suppressed, it has
never been fully eliminated.

It was this tradition that eventually permeated the modern Ukrainian national
identity throughout the nineteenth century, and provided Ukrainian intellectuals with
all the symbolic resources needed to assert Ukraine’s cultural uniqueness and political
separateness from Russia. A “Western identity” became for them an important part
of the “invented tradition” that any nation-building is based upon. They needed to
identify themselves with “Europe” as a symbolic “center” deemed “more central” than
the political hub of the highly oppressive and hostile Russian Empire. Since the very
existence of a Ukrainian nationality had been officially denied, they had little choice
but to overemphasize their “otherness” vis-a-vis Russia, and to elevate the prestige
and validity of all things Ukrainian as allegedly “European” versus Russian, that is,
“Asiatic,” or “barbarian” (Riabchuk 27-54).

Thus, the “return to Europe™ has been seen by Ukrainian nation-builders as a return
to the norm, a correction of historical injustice and perversion, a healing of a devel-
opmental pathology. This romantic approach has caused Ukrainian activists not only
to praise the alleged Ukrainian “Europeanness” as opposed to Russian “Asiaticness”
but also to accept the entire set of Western liberal-democratic values as “natural” and
“organic” for Ukrainians (yet allegedly “unnatural” for Russians).

In a recent study of the correlation between the strong Ukrainian national identity
and adherence to democracy, market reforms, and westernization, Stephen Shulman
concluded that the crucial factor was Ukrainians’ self-image. That is, Ukrainian
nationalism claims that Ukrainians, historically and culturally, were particularly
individualistic and freedom loving.

Elite proponents of this identity typically contrast ethnic Ukrainians and Ukraine
historically and culturally with Russians in Russia, a people and a country that are
perceived to have strong collectivistic and authoritarian roots. At the same time, elite
proponents of this identity argue that Ukrainians have much in common culturally
and historically with Europe. . . . [Therefore] democracy and capitalism symbolically
raise the status of ethnic Ukrainians, spread the values alleged to be associated with
ethnic Ukrainian culture throughout the country, and are more likely to function
effectively in a country based on perceived ethnic Ukrainian values. Further, since
the main “Other” of this identity, Russia, is seen as having a history and culture
estranged from individualistic and freedom-based development models, rejection of
nondemocratic and noncapitalistic models symbolically and actually maintains the
perceived cultural distance between Ukraine and Russia and thereby reinforces the
ethnic Ukrainian national identity. Finally, precisely because European and ethnic
Ukrainian culture are seen as close, and Europeans are associated with democracy
and capitalism, these models are likely to be favored because they symbolically and
actually reinforce the cultural similarity between these two peoples and elevate the
status of ethnic Ukrainians in Ukraine as a core group. (Shulman 67)
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The problem with Shulman’s analysis, however, is that this identity has never been
dominant in Ukraine—at least until recently. In a sense, it was a “minority faith”?
because it was repressed for decades by the Russian-tsarist and then Russian-Soviet
state, which promoted an imperial Russian/Soviet/East Slavonic identity. By and
large, the imperial type of identity became dominant in southeastern Ukraine, and
took firm hold in the central part of the country, internalized by a substantial part of
the population.

In view of the strong correlation between language, identity, and social/political
attitudes, as explained by Shulman, the political development of Ukraine within the
past decade can be described as a gradual recovery of “western” political tradition
in central Ukraine as well as a strengthening of national identity in the region. While
recovery occurred much faster and earlier (during Gorbachev’s perestroika) in western
Ukraine, with its shorter record of imperial oppression, the south and east saw no sub-
stantial political change, reflecting the important shift in political culture. The presence
or absence of these changes is vividly reflected in the results of the 1994 and 2004
presidential elections. In both events, the allegedly “pro-Russian” candidate (Kuchma
in 1994, and Yanukovych in 2004) competed with the reportedly “nationalistic” rival
(Kravchuk in 1994, and Yushchenko in 2004). It is of little relevance whether they
were really “pro-Russian” and/or “nationalistic.” What is really important here is that
they were represented and perceived in this way, so that both presidential elections
could be viewed as a kind of a referendum on “Western”/*“Eurasian” values, geopoliti-
cal orientation, and national identity. In 1994, the “pro-Russian” Kuchma edged out
the “pro-Ukrainian” Kravchuk by 6 percent (51 to 45). In 2004, the “pro-Ukrainian”
Yushchenko edged out the “pro-Russian” Yanukovych by 8 percent (52 to 44).

The combined 14 percent shift from a “pro-Russian” to a “pro-Ukrainian” stance
within the ten years cannot be explained by mere personal qualities of the candidates—
even though Yushchenko certainly had a better image than his economically inept
and allegedly corrupt predecessor Kravchuk, while Yanukovych, with his criminal
past, certainly had a worse image than his forerunner Kuchma did at first. Yet all of
these differences did not matter much, because voters in the west or in the southeast
did not change their minds in any noticeable way between 1994 and 2004. All of the
changes that ultimately determined the 14 percent shift in the political sympathies of
Ukrainian voters occurred exclusively in central Ukraing, that is, on the Right Bank,
which historically belonged to the Rzeczpospolita until the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury, and on the Left Bank, which had been gradually incorporated into the Russian
Empire since 1654 but still retained a substantial autonomy as a Cossack quasi state
for about a hundred years. According to Dominique Arel,

A comparison of the regional breakdown of the [1994] vote with the 2004 election
is instructive. The support for Kuchma and Kravchuk, compared to Yanukovych
and Yushchenko, was virtually the same in 1994 and 2004 for the East, South, and
West: 75 percent for the winner in the East and South, 90 percent for the winner
in the West. Nearly all the changes took place at the Center-Left and Right Bank,
and in the capital. The Left Bank declared itself two to one in favor of Kuchma (66
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percent to 31 percent), and that was the biggest puzzle at the time. It now voted for
Yushchenko three to one (72 percent to 24 percent). The Right Bank evolved from a
relatively close contest (54 percent to 42 percent in favor of Kravchuk) into a sweep,
four to one (78 percent to 19 percent) for Yushchenko. (Arel)

One may conclude that both the “democratization” and the “Ukrainization” shifts
within the past decade have occurred mostly in central Ukraine, in the area that had
been heavily Russified/Sovietized over many decades, but still retained some vestiges
of other civilizational identity, gradually recovered now in a less oppressive environ-
ment. At the same time, no essential changes occurred in the southeast, which had
never belonged to any other civilization except for the Russian/Soviet. Paternalistic/
authoritarian values seem to be deeply entrenched here and, apparently, are supported
by not only the totalitarian but also the colonial/imperial legacy, and therefore not
only by political but also ethnic, cultural, and linguistic “otherness.”

This makes the political and cultural/linguistic polarization of Ukraine a daunting
reality. It was said throughout the 1990s that the Right Bank acted as a buffer between
the polarized East and West. But today, as Arel notes, there is no such buffer any-
more, except for tiny Kherson, where Yanukovych beat Yushchenko 51 percent to
43 percent.

In the territories that he carried, Yanukovych received 75 percent of the vote. In
the territories carried by Yushchenko, his score was 80 percent. In only one of
all twenty-seven territories was the vote relatively close: the Southern oblast of
Kherson. . . . In all other twenty-six territories, the margin of victory by one or the
other candidate was enormous. After Kherson, the closest race in the whole country
was in Kirovohrad, a Central Ukrainian oblast which straddles the Center and the
South (partly located in an area that was historically known as Novorossia), where
Yushchenko defeated Yanukovych by 31 percentage points, 63 percent to 32 percent,
which in any country would be considered a landslide. (Arel)

This is probably the main difference between Ukraine and many more regionally
divided countries: in none of them is the margin of victory for any of the candidates
in “their” regions so great. Even though Ukrainian voters have reportedly been disap-
pointed in the “orange” leaders after the revolution, the 2006 parliamentary elections
brought virtually the same result as in the 2004 elections: a landslide victory for the
“orange” parties in the center and west, and a landslide victory of for the “anti-orange”
parties in the southeast.

Now, it looks rather impossible for the “anti-orange” forces to fight back their
“orange” rivals in the center, let alone in the west. But it also seems unlikely that the
“orange” parties would gain substantial support in the southeast in the foreseeable
future. On the one hand, “westernization” and “Ukrainization” tendencies are promoted
by changes in education and, therefore, clearly are pegged to generational change.
On the other hand, these tendencies are strongly defined by local identity, which was
traditionally overshadowed by the overarching Soviet identity, and which comes to
the fore today while the Soviet/imperial identity eventually fades.



26  MYKOLA RIABCHUK

In principle, this local identity is not incompatible with any other overarching iden-
tity, either Ukrainian or European. The problem, however, is that Ukrainian identity
is perceived in the area as more regional (west Ukrainian) than national. By the same
token, Europeanness is also perceived here as a regional (west Ukrainian) asset, serving
as a kind of symbolic weapon for their regional rivals. Local identity thus becomes
an alternative, not to an all-national (Ukrainian) identity, but rather to another local/
regional identity that presumably strives to monopolize “all-Ukrainianness.” Conse-
quently, the alleged “pro-Russianness” serves here primarily as an alternative symbolic
weapon to counterbalance the demonized westerners. In fact, a sort of propagandistic
brainwashing or intimidation has made regional “Russianness” (or, as Shulman defines
it, “East Slavonic identity”) an alternative to rather than a complement to “European-
ness” and “Ukrainianness.”

Paradoxically neither regional differences nor political polarization threaten
Ukraine’s territorial integrity in any real way. According to an opinion survey (in
March 2006), 75 percent of respondents all over Ukraine claim that they are patriots
of their country—a dramatic increase from 60 percent in 2003. Respondents in all
regions (66 percent in the west, 61 percent in the south) say they are ready to defend
their country even with arms if necessary. Forty-one percent of respondents believe
that material well-being would suffice for life satisfaction, while 50 percent insist that
it is also necessary to feel pride in one’s country (again, a dramatic change from 34
percent in 2003). Regarding the European Union, 60 percent of respondents in the east
and 76 percent in the west express a positive attitude. Finally, when asked how they
perceive each other, 67 percent of respondents in the east expressed a very or rather
positive attitude toward western Ukrainians, while 82 percent in the west claim a very
or rather positive view of those living in the eastern part of Ukraine (lakymenko and
Lytvynenko 5, 11-12). Apparently, easterners are more biased than westerners, as a
result of propagandistic “othering” and Soviet stereotyping, but no data suggest that
political rivalry in Ukraine translates into strong interethnic or interregional animosity.
This clearly allows Ukrainian elites to forge and promote an all-embracing national
identity that would be Ukrainian and European in basic values, but at the same time
would not exclude and alienate the southeast. The scope of this chapter is too narrow
to address this issue, however.

Yet, it seems worthwhile to mention two other political developments that may
facilitate the eventual policies. First, even though voting patterns in recent years in
the southeast have remained staunchly “anti-orange,” they have substantially changed
internally. The Communist Party that dominated the region throughout the 1990s as
an ardently Sovietophile force has been marginalized at last, giving way to more
moderate and pragmatic local oligarchs, the Party of Regions. Southeastern voters
have clearly reoriented their political hopes from the past, however “bright” and
uncertain the future.

Furthermore, the 2004 presidential and 2006 parliamentary elections eliminated
from the political scene a large number of quasi-centrist forces that used to play a
“peacekeeping” role as self-assigned mediators between east and west, left and right,
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caricaturized communists and demonized nationalists. Since their whole raison d’étre
stemmed from Ukraine’s allegedly explosive division, they had a vested interest in
keeping it alive and well, by fueling the discrepancies and marginalizing opponents
on both sides as dangerous radicals. Today, as these political parasites have been
swept away, Ukraine indeed looks more polarized than before, because the political
(quasi) center has disappeared. But this development has created an opportunity for
the real political parties to bargain without the “virtual” intermediaries (viewed in
these terms, the political activity of former president Kuchma and his administration
could be graphically compared with the economic activity of the notorious company
Rosukrenergo in the Russia-Ukraine gas trade). The new “trade relations” need to be
institutionalized, and the formal rules of the game must replace the informal. Certainly,
rule of law should be introduced first, since it is the absence of legal, highly formal-
ized mechanisms for conflict resolution that creates a demand for informal mediators
and manipulative intermediaries.

The compromise is not easy to achieve, since Ukraine’s main domestic controversy
is not about ethnicity, language, or regional issues, as \Western reporters and, some-
times, scholars tend to believe. The controversy is primarily about values and about
national identity as a value-based attitude toward the past and the future, toward “us”
and “them,” toward an entire way of life and thought, symbolic representation and
mundane behavior. It seems hardly possible to find any compromise between demo-
cratic and authoritarian, anti-Soviet and Soviet, just as the prospect of reconciling
an American south and north divided by slavery. Yet it becomes increasingly clear
that Ukraine, without coherent de-Sovietization, will never escape the “Eurasian,”
authoritarian path of development promoted by Russia, and will never accomplish
an effective westernization or modernization.

So far, all attempts to de-Sovietize the country have been strongly resisted by a
substantial Sovietophile part of Ukrainian society, led by the local communists and
supported by Moscow. Their ability to effectively mobilize people against demo-
cratic forces and democratic reforms comes largely from a successful propagandistic
identification of the democratic agenda with the (Ukrainian) “nationalistic” one, and
from a similar rhetorical fusion of de-Sovietization with de-Russification. Thus, one
may presume that the success of Ukraine’s democratic transition largely depends on
the ability of democratic leaders to decouple, in people’s minds, the demand for de-
Sovietization from de-Russification, and thereby to discharge a powerful source of
Sovietophile, quasi-nationalistic mobilization.

To decouple democracy from (west) Ukrainian nationalism and global (American)
imperialism in people’s minds might not be an easy task, in view of the peculiar civi-
lizational background of the southeast, and the extensive anti-Western brainwashing
from Moscow TV, print media, and pop culture. Political culture cannot be changed
rapidly, but it can be gradually influenced, and to this end, Ukrainian leaders should
encourage civic nationalism and civic participation in the southeast, which are pos-
sible only with strong institutions, firm rule of law, and substantial decentralization
of the country.
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So far, the capital city of Kyiv vividly illustrates that such policies may be fruit-
ful. Even though the city is predominantly Russian-speaking and ethnically divided,
its voting patterns and political behavior in general remain pro-orange, that is to say,
rather pro-European and prodemocratic. This apparently results from the fact that Kyiv
benefits from its capital status both symbolically and practically, because of its high
economic development, social dynamics, cultural and educational level, and other
factors that facilitate civic rather than ethnic nationalism. Albeit not perfect and
certainly not unproblematic, Kyiv provides, nonetheless, a good example of Russian/
Ukrainian, Russophone/Ukrainophone coexistence, and proves that de-Sovietization
can probably be accomplished in the southeast as well without the (mythical) threat
of de-Russification that hinders the process.

Indeed, there is a long road ahead toward normalization for both “orange” and
“anti-orange” Ukraine, but there are no signs that they intend to break apart and
move separately.

Note

1. Aterm from Andrew Wilson’s Ukrainian Nationalism in the 1990s.
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Ukraine’s Road to Europe
Still a Controversial Issue

Giulia Lami

This year we celebrate the European Union’s fiftieth anniversary, which coincides with
the last phase of its eastward expansion, with the admittance of Bulgaria and Romania.
This is a firm point in the historical process that has significantly repaired the fracture
created during the cold war between the two parts of the European Continent. | think
that, in general, it is appropriate to substitute the word “reintegration” for “expan-
sion,” because the intention was to reincorporate into the European community (in the
philological sense of the word) a series of countries that had been artificially separated
from the West only after World War I1. Curiously, a recent historical fact projected
its shadow onto the past, inducing the idea that this separation was unavoidable and
dated back to an ancient time, thus canceling the memory of the period between the
two world wars when a geographical, cultural, and even political continuum, rooted
in a common secular background, extended from the Baltic to the Balkans.

In many analyses of the past decade, a perception emerges that the so-called
countries of the East did not participate in the same history that we did, because of
the interruption caused by World War 11 and subsequent satellitization. Thus, we can
imagine how difficult it could be to grant a license of “Europeanness” to countries
that are not yet members of the European Union, and that traditionally belonged to the
former Russian or Soviet spheres. This is the case for Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova,
among others, which are all in the position of outsiders now.

As | argued in my article “The Destiny of Ukraine: Europe or Eurasia?” (Lami
311-323), we need an updated vision of a “free and whole Europe” (a term used in
Ambivalent Neighbors, quoted in Lami 316), which does not leave out a set of countries
that must still complete their transformation to post-Communism. There, | showed
how, in recent years, the European Union (EU) denied the prospect of EU membership
to Ukraine, thus encouraging Ukraine’s authorities to delay and eventually dismiss
the political and economic reforms requested by the EU.

Now that the EU expansion has reached a new goal, incorporating Bulgaria and
Romania, my opinion is reinforced by the perception that the long-term process
of Ukrainian-Euro-Atlantic integration could be seriously challenged by internal
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Ukrainian development. At this delicate moment, when the euphoria of the Orange
Revolution has vanished and the government seems doomed to perennial crisis, it
is vital to establish relationships between Ukraine and the EU in order to keep the
European option open.

As Mykola Riabchuk argues, it is true that the West overestimates the will of the
Ukrainian elites to reassociate the country with Moscow (Riabtchouk 109), but the
West cannot underestimate this as a perpetual possibility, depending on the further
development of Ukraine’s internal situation. The anti-European and anti-NATO at-
titudes pervading Yanukovych’s declaration are not only abusive blackmail with the
goal of making the EU’s attitude toward a Ukrainian delay more flexible, but also a
quite viable option, promoted by Russia in many ways.

Eventually, this problem must be evaluated in the broader context of Ukrainian
politics as it has evolved in recent years.

Since Kuchma'’s time, Ukrainian foreign policy has been characterized by a para-
digm of “two vectors,” balancing between Russia and the West. For this reason, |
titled my essay on the eve of the Orange Revolution “The Destiny of Ukraine: Europe
or Eurasia?” considering that a resolution to this dilemma through unilateral choice
was distant.

Viktor Yushchenko presented himself during the Orange Revolution as a champion
of the pro-Western option, together with his main ally Yulia Tymoshenko. But the two
wings of the Orange Revolution split in August—September 2005, when Tymoshenko
was removed from the office of prime minister, leading to a long crisis characterized
by conflict between the Parliament and the presidency, fueled continuously by the
personal rivalry of the two former allies.

Kyiv’s political troubles gave the Kremlin a new opportunity to interfere in Ukrai-
nian affairs, demonstrating that domestic policy influences foreign policy to a great
degree. Yushchenko, undoubtedly weakened by this crisis, has had to abandon his
firmly pro-Western course to some degree, reassociating the country with Russia.
The long conflict with Russia about gas supplies and pipeline control, in January
and February 2006, obliged Yushchenko to soften his position, coming to terms with
Russian aspirations to exert influence on Ukraine through this economically and
politically crucial issue.

Due to constitutional reforms in effect since January 1, 2006, the balance of power
between the presidency and the Parliament has shifted in favor of the latter, trans-
forming Ukraine from a semipresidential republic to a parliamentary democracy, as
delineated during the Orange Revolution at the end of 2004 (December 8). Analysts
predicted that the reform could “lead to serious standoffs if the president and the
parliamentary majority belong to rival camps” (Varfolomeyev 2006a), and this was
demonstrated in the long pre- and postelectoral crisis.

Yushchenko’s dissatisfaction with this constitutional change, to which he was
obliged to agree in order to secure the Rada’s (Parliament’s) sanction of his final elec-
tion, was evident from the beginning of his presidency (January 23, 2005), but any
effort to revise the reform failed because of a lack of parliamentary support. Thus,
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the year 2006 was characterized by a weak presidency that lacked the power needed
to carry out the projects envisaged in the Orange Revolution period, because it had
become impossible to reunite the Orange coalition and reach a parliamentary majority
against the former rivals.

In this context, Russia could play its game, exerting pressure on Yushchenko, es-
pecially in the preelectoral period when he signed unfavorable accords with Moscow
regarding gas supplies, handing the opposition a powerful weapon against him.

Amoment crucial for understanding the present situation is the March 26 election of
Parliament and regional and local councils: for the first time since independence, elec-
tions were held according to a proportional voting system and in a legal atmosphere. The
results of the elections did not solve any problems, but worsened Yushchenko’s political
position, reducing his capacity for political maneuvering. Yushchenko’s Our Ukraine
(NU) bloc was defeated not only by Viktor Yanukovych’s opposition Party of Regions
(PRU), but also by its former coalition partner, the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc (BYT),
creating a situation in which it was impossible to form a ruling coalition because of the
ideological differences and the irreconcilable aspirations of the would-be allies.

Yushchenko could call new elections, but it became clear immediately that he
would have encountered a new and deeper defeat. Because all attempts to reestablish
an alliance with the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc and the Socialists failed, despite long
negotiations, Yushchenko could only reach an incongruous armistice with his former
rival Viktor Yanukovych, finding a compromise on the key issues of NATO, federal-
ism, and Russian-language status.

In this search for compromise, the year 2006 was marked by continuous bargaining
of posts and ideals, with a great disconnect from public opinion, which was already
under some degree of deception. The Party of Regions, well rooted in city and regional
councils, defied the government’s Euro-Atlantic integration program several times by
questioning, for instance, Kyiv’s right to hold multinational military exercises in the
south of Ukraine, proclaiming autonomously “NATO-free areas”; in other words, the
PRU tried “to demonstrate its strength to Yushchenko by all means available to it in
the Russian-dominated regions where anti-Western sentiment prevails” (Varfolomeyev
2006b). The goal of obtaining a NATO Membership Action Plan for Ukraine in 2006
was seriously compromised.

The internal political paralysis seemed to be overcome in June, when the Our
Ukraine Bloc, the Yulia Tymoshenko Bloc, and the Socialist Party agreed to revive
the Orange Revolution government coalition that existed until September 2005, when
Yushchenko fired Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko. The latter was named prime
minister again, and a compromise was apparently found with the SPU, ideologically
far from the NU position on many important issues. In fact, the SPU only pretended to
submit the NATO question to a referendum, worked against land privatization, favored
a free trade zone with Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan under the Single Economic
Space (SES) project—sustained by Russia—and maintained the necessity of a strategic
partnership with Russia, even though it had also agreed to the restoration of a free trade
zone with the EU and a strategic partnership with the United States and Poland.
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The new “Orange coalition” survived only two weeks because of personal and
ideological differences (Varfolomeyev 2006c). Thus, still another coalition built around
the PRU secured a majority in Parliament: it was the so-called anticrisis coalition be-
tween the PRU, the SPU, and the CPU, which nominated Viktor Yanukovych for prime
minister. Yushchenko threatened to disband Parliament and to call new elections; it
thus became evident that the constitutional amendments in force since January 1 were
imperfect, and it was not clear whether Yushchenko could dissolve Parliament.

In this context of uncertainty, Yushchenko promoted the roundtable (July 27—-August
3, 2006), which produced the Declaration on National Unity that was finally signed by
the top leaders of the parties involved. The points of agreement reached by Yushchenko
and the leaders of the anticrisis coalition were: the continuation of the European inte-
gration track in order to join the EU, the goal of joining the World Trade Organization
(WTO) by the end of 2006, further constitutional, judicial, and economic reforms, and
continued efforts to fight corruption and protect property rights.

The declaration signed on August 3 by the NU, PRU, SPU, and CPU (with res-
ervations) was a declarative rather than a policy document: the roundtable testified
to the yearlong political crisis in Ukraine, but in “essence, this was a roundtable of
party leaders and interest groups at the top, not a roundtable of Ukrainian society”
(Socor 2006a). It was a nonbinding document, even though it was meant to provide
direction for government action.

It was unclear from the beginning how the different interests and ideologies of
the involved parties’ representatives would be reconciled (Socor 2006b, 2006c¢).
Interestingly, the problem of gas supplies and pipeline control was not mentioned
at all. A compromise was reached on Ukraine—-NATO relations: cooperation but not
membership, with a referendum to be held at some later date. The eventual need to
obtaina MAP (NATO’s Membership Action Plan) was not mentioned. In regard to the
sensitive language issue, the charter referred to the right to use the Russian language
in accordance with the European Charter for Regional and Minority Languages.? In
conclusion, we can see that the status quo of the final Kuchma years was restored on
some major issues, above all on foreign policy, stressing the return to a multivectoral
course, as was demonstrated in subsequent months, leading up to Yanukovych’s Sep-
tember 13-14 announcement in Brussels that Ukraine was not prepared to embark on a
MAP (Socor 2006d, 2006e). This unilateral initiative by Yanukovych, which received
the support of Parliament and the cabinet (this was unilateral, since it was not supported
by the president, see below!) was evidence of his growing influence, and challenged
presidential authority on foreign policy, on the basis of an unclear division of power
in the amended constitution. Eventually, the National Unity Declaration proved to be
ineffective because of the shift in political power in the country.

The conflict between the president and the prime minister continued for the rest
of the year on major issues, relying on every possible interpretation of the constitu-
tion (Korduban 2006a). In fact, Yushchenko had to face a situation in which his party
controlled neither the cabinet nor the Parliament, while his popularity was severely
diminished within the country as well as his own party (Korduban 2006b; Varfolom-
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eyev 2006d). At the end of the year, Yushchenko began to see an early election as
the best way to regain real power. The new crisis of the spring of 2007 was largely
foreseeable: Yushchenko repeatedly declined to disband the Parliament, in an at-
tempt to delay a final rendering of accounts. On April 2, 2007, Yushchenko finally
did dissolve the Parliament, and called for early elections. He explained that he had
disbanded Parliament in order to save the Ukrainian state, its sovereignty, and territorial
integrity, and he promised free and fair parliamentary elections (BBC Monitoring).
The issues dividing the president, the prime minister, and the Parliament controlled
by the latter’s majority are numerous: the right to appoint ministers, top government
officials, regional governors, and local administrators in chief positions; the question
of Russian-language status; the powers of the cabinet and the presidency; and the
entry of parliamentarians into an anticrisis coalition, thus increasing its size despite
the electoral results. Finally, we must stress again that in foreign policy Yanukovych
did not support Yushchenko’s pro-Western vector. As mentioned above, during his
visit to Brussels September 2006, Yanukovych said that Ukraine was not prepared for
a NATO Membership Action Plan. Furthermore, Ukraine’s admittance to the WTO,
foreseen for the fall of 2006, was delayed, probably in order to let Russia get into the
WTO first, as some commentators believe (Lozowy).

The European reaction to the Ukrainian crisis has been cautious, because as usual,
the EU does not want to interfere in the domestic affairs of neighboring countries.
The German president’s first declarations stated that the Ukrainian crisis must be
solved with moderation and general agreement on reaching political compromise,
and that he hoped the crisis would not have a negative effect on relations between the
European Union and Ukraine.? In fact, the EU is Ukraine’s first financial contribu-
tor (since 1991). The European Commission recently announced an increase in its
financial support for the period 2007-2010, amounting to €123 million; Ukrainian
stability is an EU goal.

Inalong article by Kostis Geropoulos, are some samples of this cautious but prag-
matic approach. Christiane Hohmann, the European Commission’s spokeswoman for
external relations, told New Europe on April 4 that “Ukraine is in a position to settle its
current political crisis by itself,” pointing out that “the talks about the new enhanced
agreement with Ukraine should tell you that we trust the Ukrainian politicians to
sort it out” (Geropoulos). The author reminded readers that “Ukraine and the EU on
April 2-3 held the second round of talks on the new enhanced agreement to replace
the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement in Kiev. The delegations of Ukraine
and the European Commission expressed mutual interest in the new agreement to
shift the Ukraine-EU relations on a qualitatively new level, to strengthen present ties
and to give an impetus to the rapprochement of Ukraine and the EU, the Mission of
Ukraine to the EU said in a statement” (ibid.). The author stressed that the EU needed
“geopolitical stability in its eastern border in order to promote economic ties in the
region, which are the core of the European Neighbourhood Policy,” and the cautious
reactions of both the EU and the United States. In conclusion, he reported the words
of Lilia Shevtsova, a political analyst at the Carnegie Moscow Center: “Western
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politicians understand much better that Ukraine for some time will be sandwiched
between Europe and western Russia and Ukraine has to have good relations with
both sides. So nobody is going to repeat this desperate struggle in Kiev as we saw in
2004,” commenting that “the ball is on the Ukrainian side now and Yanukovych and
Yushchenko have to come to some kind of compromise” (ibid.).

The Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE), intervening of-
ficially in the Ukrainian crisis, said in a resolution adopted by 107 votes to 5 (April
19) that leaders and Parliament must resolve the current crisis in a legitimate, strictly
constitutional, and peaceful manner, “whether that be by calling legitimate early elec-
tions, emanating from the ruling of the Constitutional Court, or by way of a negotiated
compromise” (PACE).

Although the Assembly affirmed that early elections are a “normal practice” and could
be accepted as “a key building block of the political compromise,” it criticized “per-
sonal rivalries and short-sighted fights for personal gain, linked to posts and positions,”
concluding that the reputations of all the political leaders in Ukraine were “tarnished,”
and recommending further constitutional reform to help resolve the current crisis. In the
meantime, it said that an “imperative mandate” should be avoided (PACE).

As Pavel Korduban commented:

The PACE resolution was generally welcomed by both the Yushchenko and Yanuk-
ovych teams, although some of its provisions have been rejected. Notably, Yushchenko
and Tymoshenko did not accept the PACE recommendation to scrap the ban on par-
liamentary deputies swapping caucuses, as it had been a migration of deputies from
the opposition factions that triggered the crisis. Yanukovych’s team did not accept the
advice that Yushchenko’s decree should be obeyed until—and if—the Court outlaws
it. The main message of the resolution—the need for a compromise based on the rule
of law—was nevertheless accepted by both sides. (Korduban 2007b)

In this atmosphere of compromise, the date of the elections was postponed to June
24, in accordance with the opinion expressed by the Central Electoral Commission
regarding the impossibility of completion of all the organizational work before May
27, as first planned by Yushchenko. The months that followed displayed a confronta-
tion between the political actors of the Ukrainian scene, involved in a red-hot electoral
campaign of 2007.

Looking at Europe, | will briefly focus on Poland’s and Italy’s immediate reaction
to the crisis. As Kyiv Post stressed in an article on April 27, commenting on the co-
operation pact signed by Yushchenko and Lech Kaczynski, “Warsaw is one of Kiev’s
closest allies in Europe, pushing for its [Ukraine’s] membership in NATO by 2008
and calling on the European Union not to shut out new members,” emphasizing that
Poland reiterates its support for Ukraine’s EU bid. The European soccer champion-
ships of 2012, which Poland and Ukraine will host jointly, are a good opportunity to
demonstrate, even through sport, that Ukraine can participate constructively in com-
mon European events, collaborating with EU member countries.

Traditionally, Italy has maintained good relations with Russia, identifying this
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country as the main speaker for the Eastern world, as Western Europe generally has, in
a consolidated deference toward the old Soviet Union, still influencing psychological
and political attitudes toward Russia, even though the European geopolitical situa-
tion has changed profoundly and would have required a new approach vis-a-vis the
remnant of the dissolved Soviet superpower.

Criticism of the personal relationship between Berlusconi and Putin has been com-
mon in the Italian press since last year, suggesting, in a way, that the former prime
minister shared with Putin an authoritarian propensity in leading society. But, as J.C.
Daly noted in a clever comment on the relationship between Moscow and Rome after
the recent Italian—Russian meeting in Bari (March 2007), Prodi and Putin have met
four times in the past ten months, while Prodi has met only once with U.S. President
George W. Bush, at the G-8 summit in St. Petersburg in July 2006 (Daly).

It is a matter of fact that Italy is Russia’s “third-largest trading partner after Ger-
many and China, but ahead of Great Britain or France” (Daly). Itis true that “Russia’s
possible benefits from the Bari summit extend far beyond Italy,” because the joint
statement issued after the summit clearly states:

that talks on reaching a new strategic partnership agreement between the European
Union and Russia should be started as soon as possible. This goal assumes even more
fundamental meaning now that there is no need to provide a high level of economic
development and security on the European continent. Strengthening cooperation in
the energy sector should also facilitate this. (Daly)

This convergence of interests seems to have been secured by the recent acquisition
of Yukos (a large piece of the Russian oil and gas industry) by the newly founded
Italian company ENIneftegaz (60 percent Eni and 40 percent Enel). The radical par-
liamentarian Daniele Capezzone (April 17, 2007) has condemned our media’s exalted
coverage of the successful transaction, protesting that this acquisition was done on
Putin’s behalf, calling attention to the unlucky fate of the previous owner of Yukos,
who was expropriated and sentenced to prison, and warning that it is necessary to
react against this creeping Finlandization of Italian politics (Giachini).

In this context, it is not surprising that Yushchenko’s attempts to limit Russia’s
interference in Ukrainian domestic and foreign policy cannot be supported with the
strength that will be necessary if we really want to promote Ukraine’s membership
in Euro-Atlantic organizations.

Prodi has spoken many times about building a circle of friendly countries around
the EU, as cultural and economic partners more than as potential members, and this
point of view applies to Ukraine as well, eliciting much attention and concern from
Berlusconi (Berlusconi was much more concerned than Prodi). If we reflect on the
fact that this new Italian government is composed of former communists or “new
communists,” who to some extent continue to claim the name and the symbols of
communism, we can understand that in this majority, it is not easy to find a balanced
opinion of Russia and the former Soviet republics.

In a way, this question has avoided attention because the process of revisiting the
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Italian communist experience is paved with omissions and all of this has consequences
on the general view of the former-Soviet or Sovietized world. WWe may encounter criti-
cism of Russia (because since the Gorbachev era communists would probably have
liked a new kind of milder communism in order to avoid the general crisis that also
affected their parties), coupled with an incomprehension of the new realities born after
its dissolution, but, above all, we see an anti-American position that affects all judgments
regarding NATO, NATO expansion, and NATO duties in the new post—cold war reality
(Riscassi 23-24). In this way, “Europeanism” is often played against the United States,
in a utopian expectation of a new European integrated system of defense, which nobody
knows how to build, how to finance, or how to direct. Certainly this is a pan-European
problem, and it is no secret that NATO is undergoing a crisis of redefinition of its aims
and purposes. For this reason, it is now difficult to bring together the European and the
Atlantic paths of integration regarding former Soviet republics.

In Italy, common knowledge about Ukraine (and not only about Ukraine, unfor-
tunately!) is generally scarce, because of old attitudes that Eastern countries are the
Soviet Union’s territory, worthy of consideration only when “something happens.”

In recent years, thanks to immigration and the resulting personal contact with people
coming from countries of the former Warsaw Pact, as well as newer information on the
expansion of the European Union, we are more aware of the reality beyond the fallen
Berlin Wall, but we have not yet become acquainted with the history, the culture, and
the life of the former Soviet republics, including Ukraine.

Our leading newspapers and TV broadcasts showed this lack of comprehen-
sion, which often could be judged as a sign of incompetence, when Yushchenko
decided to dissolve Parliament. Openly, without any deeper analysis, his move was
frequently defined as a golpe (coup d’état). This is a very serious charge, with im-
mediate resonance in the hearts and minds of the general public, induced, directly or
indirectly, to condemn the democracy of this “distant” country as extremely unstable
and in serious danger. It would have been more appropriate to explain that this act
took place after a long process of change in the balance between the president and
Parliament, in a constitutional context open to different interpretations regarding the
division of power, because of contradictions in the constitutional text. Eventually,
Ukraine’s Constitutional Court will examine the question of the presidential decree’s
legitimacy. The political and economic pressure exerted by Russia on Ukraine was
barely mentioned in much of the coverage provided by the media; was this a lack
of comprehension or competence, or was it caution in regard to Ukraine’s powerful
neighbor? Another remarkable element was the contemptuous mention of the so-called
Orange Revolution as the result of American machinery and money, suggesting that
nothing interesting or relevant happened there, and that the actual president lacked
legitimacy from the beginning. This attitude was reinforced once more at the end of
May during the standoff between Yushchenko and Yanukovych, when the president
issued a decree that put the troops of the Ministry of the Interior under his control,
which provoked new alarmism about a possible “civil war.” While waiting for the
scheduled elections (on September 30, 2007), | must repeat that it is important to avoid



UKRAINE’S ROAD TO EUROPE 37

any alarmism and to try to understand the general context into which this Ukrainian
reality is inserted. Now the problem is the growing tension between the United States
and Russia, in reaction to American plans to locate ten interceptor missiles in Poland
and a radar station in the Czech Republic. Inalong interview published by Il Corriere
della Sera, Putin touched on the Ukrainian question as well, stressing that Russia is
not against Ukrainian admittance to the EU, but is definitely against its admittance to
NATO (Dragosei and Venturini). In a new cold-war climate, both sides could revise
all of their geopolitical strategies in Europe, with serious consequences even for the
European integration process (Caretto).

It is always difficult for a historian like me to speak about current affairs, because
I am accustomed to reflecting on past events, and when contemplating the future, |
experience a sort of “blindness of the fortuneteller.” I am convinced that Ukraine will
continue its fruitful collaboration with Europe because the already developed partner-
ship cannot be interrupted and is useful for both sides. Meanwhile, I think that Ukraine’s
admittance to the EU is far in the future because at the moment the EU does not foresee
further expansion of its borders. The NATO issue, apparently more promising at the
beginning, will remain in limbo for some years because of general uncertainty regard-
ing its further development. But enhancing cooperation with both organizations is the
main way to reverse, sooner or later, the destiny of being sandwiched between Russia
and Europe, in an uncomfortable terra nullius, where Russia can play its traditional
role as magnet, in connection with the fluctuations of domestic politics.

Notes

1. I would like to thank my student Gabriele Papalia, who is writing a thesis on Ukraine,
for providing me with some relevant material.

2. Although the Russian language is provided with all the opportunities that other minority
languages have and more, what lies behind this mention is the move carried on by Yanukovych’s
side to grant the Russian language an official status, thus perpetuating the discrimination of
Ukrainian language that characterized the past. Surely, the issue is very sensitive, because the
official use of Ukrainian is perceived as “forced Ukrainization” by those who never needed to
employ this language, first of all at the bureaucratic or educational level, where Russian was
dominant. Meanwhile, the promotion of Russian language today has a clear pro-Russian and
an anti-Ukrainian meaning (see Korduban 2007a).

3. Among others, the speech by Gunther Gloser, Minister of State for Europe, during the
European Parliament plenary debate on the current situation in Ukraine on April 25, 2007;
available at www.eu2007.de (accessed August 22, 2008).
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Finis Europae

Contemporary Ukraine’s Conflicting
Inheritances from the Humanistic “West” and
the Byzantine “East” (A Triptych)

Oxana Pachlovska

The Orange Revolution Against the Background of the Religious
Mystery Play, “Orthodoxy or Death!”

On the eve of presidential elections in Ukraine, October 30, 2004, the British journal
the Economist predicted that these elections would have far-reaching consequences
for the global balance of power, particularly for relations between the West and Rus-
sia. These elections, it claimed, were the West’s last hope of stopping the specter of
Soviet geopolitics, and of opening the road to democracy for Russia and thus the
entire post-Soviet space.

As a counterweight to these pragmatic political analyses, the elections in Ukraine
itself unfolded like a medieval mystery play about the struggle between Good and Evil.
Behind the wings of this mystery play stirred real “specters of Soviet geopolitics” in
whose political language only a single word had changed: the term communism was
replaced by the term orthodoxy. The former powers in Ukraine, represented almost
exclusively by a Soviet and post-Soviet type of political class, announced a crusade
under Orthodox flags and insignia against the political, cultural, religious, and spiritual
model of the West, which was represented in this interpretative paradigm by the op-
posing candidate, Viktor Yushchenko. The picture grew more complicated inasmuch
as the opposition was also the expression of a particular political credo, which was
also Orthodox. Thus not only did the process of the elections lead to a traditional war
between East and West, between Orthodox and Western Christianity, but the politi-
cal battle also became an open opposition between two Orthodox worlds: Ukrainian
Orthodoxy and Russian Orthodoxy. These two worlds not only proved different from
each other, but the encounter laid bare the impassable historical chasm between them,
a cultural, spiritual, and moral chasm.

The presidential elections of 2004 are often referred to as the event that proved
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to be tectonic for the future of the whole geopolitical area, and marked a watershed
between the postcolonial period of Ukrainian history and its first realistic democratic
perspective. The phenomenon is much more complicated than it appears from the
visible political part of this iceberg. It is not only a matter of reinforcing a new politi-
cal culture but also a challenge presented by Ukrainian Orthodox civilization to the
Byzantine monolith that stretches from Moscow to Belgrade. It foretells a potential
radical reorganization of the rest of post-Soviet territory.

The grandiose dimensions of this historical cultural phenomenon stand out par-
ticularly well against the background of recent theories on civilization, particularly
The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order by Samuel P. Huntington
(1996). The author is convinced that the frontier of the democratic world lies on the
borderline between western and eastern Christianity, and that eastern Christianity,
together with Islam, comprises a space where it is impossible for democracy to flour-
ish. This is why victory for the democratic choice in Ukraine, even though it is only
the beginning of a permanent, complicated democratic path, opens a new page in
the history of the Byzantine-inspired world and promises far-reaching political and
spiritual consequences. Let us try to understand why.

First, let us review some chronology of the Ukrainian “Orange Autumn” of 2004,
with its three dramatic rounds of voting on October 31, November 21, and December
26. Long before the beginning of the elections, the strategy of the former Ukrainian
powers, together with the Kremlin pundits, was constructed according to a medieval
Manichean scheme, programmed for a confrontation between two poles. Two forces
confronted each other on the political stage of the country: the supposedly pro-Russian
and the supposedly pro-Western, or the “correct” and the “incorrect,” the “orthodox”
and the “hostile,” the “peaceful” and the “terrorist.” The opposition was simply seen
as the Enemy.

The post-Communist government in Ukraine monopolized a type of “Orthodoxy”
that acquired fundamentalist characteristics. Orthodoxy began to epitomize the hopeful
“positive” and beyond that pale was “everything else”: the Other, an entirely suspi-
cious “negative,” as a mirror image. Whereas the “right” power was one-dimensional
(Orthodoxy—Russia—peace—unity—growth), the opposite power was perceived as mul-
tifaceted and threatening in its many dimensions (the West—Ukraine—war—breakup of
country—decline). It was a given that the “sacred” cannot be opposed, for its opponent
could only be the Devil himself. Indeed, the pro-Russian candidate, Viktor Yanuk-
ovych, was clearly named “the Orthodox candidate.” Strangely enough, he was not
pronounced to be Christ, even though the opposition candidate, Viktor Yushchenko,
was presented as the “anti-Christ.”?

The tone and pathos of the political discourse of those in power at the time were
quite eschatological in character. The opposition’s potential assumption of power was
described as the end of the world, as Armageddon. Organizations and movements that
fought the “orange plague” defined themselves as “Orthodox.” During the elections,
organizations such as the “Union of Orthodox Brotherhoods, the “Union of Orthodox
Citizens,” and the “Pathway of the Orthodox” appeared. They denied the existence of
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Ukrainian culture and language, and of the Ukrainian people as such.* They opposed
the very existence of the Ukrainian state. The politicization of Orthodoxy took on
brutal, Soviet forms, which were primitive in a characteristically Soviet manner.®

During the electoral campaign, the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow
Patriarchate (UOC MP)® was, in fact, the political hub of the former government. It
even spread defamatory flyers with messages such as “Yushchenko’s wife is a CIA
officer.” In addition to propaganda flyers, calendars, and the like, believers received
the text of “A prayer of the faithful children of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church for
the servant of God, Viktor Yanukovych.” The metropolitan of the UOC MP personally
blessed Yanukovych for leadership of Ukraine.

Thus, during the elections, the Ukrainian religious world split into two opposing
camps. The UOC MP declared itself against all religions in Ukraine that supported
the opposition: Ukrainian Orthodox (Kyiv Patriarchate) and Jews, Catholics and
Moslems, Protestants and Buddhists.

Except for the Orthodox Churches of the Moscow Patriarchate, churches held
prayers only “for honest elections,” without supporting any particular candidate, only
stressing the necessity of expressing individual choice. On the eve of the third round
of voting, the churches that supported the opposition published, “An address from all
religious groups to all citizens of Ukraine,” which was subtitled “For Truth, Unity,
Peace, and Freedom.” Rather than impose propaganda, it stressed the need to vote
according to personal conviction, defending the right of individual choice. Believers
and nonbelievers, Christians and non-Christians, all rallied around such spiritual values
as freedom and dignity, finding in every religion a moral answer to these imperatives.
What was most important was that they did not appeal to particular religions, but to
the moral and social dimensions of every religion, thus acknowledging their parity.”
In the tensest moments of the Orange Revolution, when there was fear and anticipa-
tion of force in Kyiv’s Independence Square, the Maidan, the priests read Our Father
in Ukrainian, Russian, Polish, English, and Latin. Both the synagogue’s faithful and
the Protestants did everything possible to support the Maidan. Priests and Buddhist
monks prayed together.

In contrast, the Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church turned to the “pastors and
to the fold of Orthodox Ukraine” with the entreaty “to stop the confrontation and to
demonstrate a will for unity . . . of the fraternal Slavic peoples, reinforced by acommon
faith, acommon destiny, acommon history.” But what about the non-Slavic people, the
Jews, Greeks, Tatars, Hungarians? What about the Slavic, but non-Orthodox people,
the Poles, Czechs, Slovaks? According to what parameters is the history of Ukraine
and Russia “common,” and that of Ukraine and Poland not “common”? The answer
can be read in a sign (in Russian) over the entrance to one of the Kyiv churches of
the Moscow Patriarchate: “Inovertsam vkhod vospreshchen!” [Entrance to people of
other faiths forbidden!].

Indeed, “non-Orthodox” people have no place in such a mental paradigm where
political elections can be treated as “a celebration of Orthodoxy.” On December 22,
2004, four days before the third round of elections, the incumbent party’s choice was
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not simply candidate Yanukovych, but “the humble servant of the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church.” Speaking in Donetsk, he addressed only the Orthodox citizens and asked
them for their “holy prayers and active support on December 26, to bring about the
celebration of Orthodoxy in Ukraine” in the struggle against “orange insanity.”

He also quoted the words of the monk Feofan Zatvornik (Russian saint and reli-
gious writer, 1815-1894): “The Lord punished us and is punishing us by the West!"®
In other words, the choice for a European path to development just cannot be seen
as the free will of the people, only as the result of a deceitful proposition by “foreign
well-wishers.” It will inevitably prove to be lethal and will bring “much harm to the

people of Holy Kyivan Rus’.
Russian Orthodox Discourse Today

The “true” Orthodox religion, supposedly unchanged from the time of Holy Kyivan
Rus’, stands in opposition to the lack of spirituality of the West. Furthermore, Ortho-
doxy is juxtaposed to the rest of the Christian world.® On both the elite and popular
levels, from the hierarchs of the church to its anonymous servants, these stereotypes
are continually repeated. A 400-page interview of Patriarch Alexei, published in Italy,
contains claims that:

* The Ukrainian Greek-Catholic (Uniate) church is a pseudomorph of Orthodoxy
(a similar thesis was proposed long ago by Georges Florovsky [1893-1979]);

* The Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church represents the fundamental obstacle in
the path of dialogue between the Russian Orthodox Church and the Holy See;
Russia had always defended the ungrateful “Little Russia” “from the religious
expansion of the West”;

* Ecumenism is really proselytizing, and Russia, by calling itself “holy,” thus
expresses “its spiritual self-consciousness” (Alessio I1, 88-89, 108, 167).

This is why it would be a mistake to attribute the collision between the Ukrainian
and Russian Orthodoxies solely to the tension of the election period. This juxtaposition
has existed for centuries, and was provoked by complicated historical and cultural
determinants, which will be discussed in the second half of this chapter.*

One must, however, note that the social fiber of this archaic behavior is still quite
functional, and is the product of deep historical determinants, as well as of the economic
and cultural degradation of society during Soviet times. The “medieval mystery play”
character of Orthodoxy during the Ukrainian elections in 2004 was not just an episode
of hysterics, but displayed a systemic character, inasmuch as the Kremlin puppeteers
marvelously exploited the post-Soviet cultural-societal degradation. An emblematic
episode took place in Sevastopol: as a totally peaceful “friendship train” organized
by the opposition was approaching the city, a service was held in the St. Nicholas
church “for the salvation of Ukraine from the satanic orange force.” The service was
broadcast by loudspeakers throughout the city. What is significant is that the hostile
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citizens of Sevastopol, who decided to meet the “friendship train” with suitable op-
position, came with portraits of Stalin and red flags. They forgot or did not know how
methodically and cruelly Stalin had destroyed Orthodoxy, not to mention the other
religions. The spirituality of the people was destroyed along with those religions for
many decades to come.

This blending of Communism with Orthodoxy occurs everywhere in that part of
post-Soviet European territory that Russia considers its “sphere of influence”: south-
eastern Ukraine, Transdnistria, and Belarus. These areas have their own sociocultural
uniqueness.tt While no longer “Soviet,” the postcolonial population has not acquired
a Ukrainian identity and even its Russian identity is tied not to cultural but to abstract
ideological paradigms, not to qualitative but to quantitative dimensions of an a priori
claimed “greatness of Russia.”*? These regions exist in a political and cultural time-
lessness. In fact, the deeper the Russification and the Sovietization of the region, the
more difficult it became for democratic and pluralistic consciousness to take root.

This leads us to the all-important question of the very character of Soviet and post-
Soviet atheism. In Stalinist times, a most brutal, aggressive form of communism was
very successfully implanted, especially in traditionally Orthodox and widely Rus-
sified areas. At the same time, Greek-Catholic Ukraine, despite severe persecution,
maintained a deep and authentic religious feeling. That is why political exploitation
of religious ideologemes by people totally illiterate in these matters, such as yester-
day’s party nomenclature and atheists of the Soviet school, is particularly dangerous.
Soviet atheism was not a complicated intellectual or spiritual challenge to existing
dogmas, as was the French Enlightenment, for example. On the contrary, it was the
cynical atheism of a barbarian, of a nomad, whose only religion was blind aggression
against man, against culture, against the dimension of sacredness of human life. Thus,
whole generations grew up at a time when the very concept of sacredness was being
systemically destroyed. The religious, theocentric, Orthodox model of the world was
replaced by the sacrality of Stalin’s idea of “the absolute state” (Ancewicz 214).

The Soviet Union arose on the ruins of mined churches, burned icons, and crushed
mosaics. For decades, churches were turned into storage space for tires and brooms,
if not into prisons where people, including priests, were tortured. For a time, Stalin
forbade even the Christmas tree as a religious symbol, and when he did allow it, only
pennants with pictures of party leaders could be hung on it. That is why post-Soviet
leaders, formerly cogs in the wheels of the totalitarian, atheistic state, now armed
themselves with religious rhetoric to perpetuate the power of the state with its mafia-
like methods.

Atfirst, however, the Kremlin tried to redirect Orthodoxy in Ukraine into an instrument
of “social engineering,” or, literally, to make religion use the same methods that Russia
has practiced since 1991 in the post-Communist Orthodox territories, namely, uphold-
ing neototalitarian regimes with the help of Communist-Orthodox rhetoric. Belarus is
a tragic example of such “social engineering.” The muscle of the Orthodox continuum
of the Russian model became one of the instruments for changing that country into a
post-Communist prison. And the Transdnistrian republic? It is a phantom pseudo-state
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not recognized by anyone, fabricated by Russia in order to pressure Moldova with a
mixture of ideological Orthodox and Communist slogans, and in reality, it is a venue for
the ceaseless trafficking of weapons, narcotics, and people (and, maybe, their organs)
between Russia and the West, as well as for money laundering.

In other words, the continuation of such a practice means that Russia has not yet
recovered from the fall of its Soviet empire. It is significant that one of the “éminences
grises” of the Kremlin, the political “technologist” Sergei Markov, characterized
the Orange Revolution in one of his speeches as “a Polish plot,” or to be precise, an
expression of the “Brzezinski wise men’s plot” (antisemitic hints are all too clear,
considering that the pun refers to the Protocols of the Elders of Zion). While he defined
Yanukovych as a product of Russian-Ukrainian politics, he considers Yushchenko to
be a product of Polish-American politics.® This comment illustrates the total inability
of most Russian elites to understand that social movements can be provoked not only
by political machinations but also by deep cultural determinants, such as the will of
the people.

Thus, political elections, which should not have touched on religious matters, re-
vealed the tragic crisis of today’s Orthodoxy, in its Russian variant. In Russia itself,
not only did the church not separate itself from the state, it actually became a basic
prop of the state’s neoimperial endeavors. The welded triad of government, military,
and church, forms an effective mechanism for fostering nationalism. This is also the
path to destruction of faith. It is generally known that “Free State, Free Church”* is
an untouchable principle of democratic systems. That is why the cynical exploitation
of the paradigms of Russian Orthodoxy, which was effective in Ukraine mostly in the
least sophisticated population, laid bare the merciless picture of the state of that church,
capable of acting only within the boundaries of archaic and provincial systems.

This Manichean approach to reality, this rigorous duality of “the West” and “the
East,” was one of the reasons for the failure of the Russian strategy in Ukraine. Kremlin
political technologists worked on the breakup of Ukraine into the would-be Orthodox,
Russian-speaking East and the would-be Catholic, Ukrainian-speaking West, without
understanding one basic truth: Ukraine is indeed divided, but in a different way. There
are two Ukraines: European and Soviet. The European one is multireligious, although
Orthodox by provenance, as well as multicultural. The other one is of the monore-
ligious, monocultural Soviet model. In both realities, we find citizens of Ukraine of
various nationalities, the same Ukrainians, Russians, and Jews, but they form two
directly opposed worlds.

In the “European” Ukraine, each of these nationalities clearly and openly identi-
fies itself culturally and linguistically. Jews are Jews, Russians are Russians. The
Tatar minority was unified completely on the side of the opposition, for example.
In “Soviet” Ukraing, the situation does not vary much from the idea of “one Soviet
people,” which identifies itself only with an a priori accepted “Russianness” in its
Soviet, which is “supranational,” variant. That is why the Kremlin strategy, founded
on a synthesis of the post-Soviet and the reborn Orthodox factors, wielded a mortal
stroke to the spiritual basis of Orthodoxy as a faith.
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In his book Dostoevsky in Manhattan, the French philosopher André Glucksmann,
gives an analysis of Russian social psychology, tying the matrix of contemporary Is-
lamic terrorism with the “galaxy of nihilism” in nineteenth-century Russia, from the
heroes of Pushkin and Dostoevsky to the Russian terrorists of the end of the century. He
holds that one of the reasons for this dangerous tradition was the bureaucratization of
the Russian church and the subjugation of faith to the needs of the state and its politics.
This bureaucratic and policing church became a factory of Russian nihilism.* Nihilism,
the theory of “global nothingness,” transforms the world and life into a game. In such
a society, the powerful of that world get mired in “a general anesthesia,” and become
indifferent to the sufferings of others. The weak of that world become desensitized to
their own suffering and dive, without struggle, into a vegetative sleep. Such a society
is blocked, has no future, and is capable only of degradation.

This line of interpretation differs completely from Huntington’s thesis that democ-
racy is impossible beyond the boundaries of Western Christianity. Both approaches
do have a common denominator, however: the conviction that a culture, whether
Orthodox or Islamic, that erases the dimensions of individual personality in the name
of a great abstract idea, does not contain any building material for democracy. This
may explain how it is possible, on Moscow’s orders, to defend Orthodoxy under
red banners without comprehending that this type of Orthodoxy does not cherish the
individual (and) has become an inhuman system of communism.

The split between Ukrainian churches during the Orange Revolution illustrates this
fundamental division well. The only church in Ukraine that defended the posttotalitar-
ian societal model was the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate.
In other words, the cultural distance between authentic Ukrainian Orthodoxy and
the churches of Western Christianity, as well as of other religions, was overcome by
common democratic values. In a system of values where respect for the individual is
guaranteed by law, there can be no antagonism between members of a shared society.
This was precisely the “unity in diversity” that represents the basis of contemporary
European civilization. However, Russian Orthodoxy, because it did not accept Euro-
pean democratic values, took the stand to oppose Ukrainian Orthodoxy.

An Uprising Against the “Byzantine God”: Ukrainian Orthodoxy in a
Historic Retrospective

The political and social impact of the Orange Revolution was a phenomenon that
transcended the frontiers of Ukraine and could even be compared with the fall of the
Berlin Wall. What happened in 1989 and 1991 was the breakup of the East European
world into two very different realities. On one side were Poland, the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, and Hungary, for whom entry into the European Union (EU) was simply
a process of conforming to the bureaucratic system in Brussels and adapting their
economies to Maastricht rules. On the other side was the post-Soviet zone and ongoing
attempts to resuscitate Soviet ideology as well as reconstruct the former empire.
Thus, in both camps, processes of integration were set in motion in order to put
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together a “common space.” There was, however, a fundamental difference. The EU
is a “horizontal” space of equal partner states with open, but inviolate, borders, with
the rule of law, with constitutional guarantees against any form of coercion.

The concept of “Eurasia” is an opposite world: a centralized, quasi-totalitarian,
“vertical” system, amorphous in structure and politically ambiguous. In this new but
old system, the interior post-Soviet boundaries were determined by secret talks of
politicians in casual meetings, closed to journalists. Laws were changed at the will
of the government. One of the basic rules of the European sphere is the preservation
and defense of national identity, language, and cultural tradition of every member of
the fraternity. The “Eurasian space,” however, was planned with the barely concealed
aim of restoring the homologous “Russian space.”

It would be hard not to notice that the basic separation line of the East European
world falls along the divide between Western and Eastern Christianity, as if to support
Huntington’s pessimistic vision. Indeed, through this new geopolitical map, one can
see the old historic map on which today’s Europe and “Eurasia” are juxtaposed as
spheres of Western and Eastern Christianity, where the civilization of the First Rome
stood in opposition to that of the Second, that is, Constantinople.

If the opposition between Eastern and Western Europe was camouflaged during
the Soviet Union’s decline by a common political game, further evolution of the
post-Communist world revealed the fiction of the rapprochement between the West
and the Byzantine-influenced areas of the world. There, all the retaliatory syndromes
were revitalized: the Balkan tragedy, provoked by Serbian nationalists in its post-
Communist variant, and the renewal of the centuries-old Caucasus conflict, actively
supported by the Orthodox Church.?® In both cases, the aggression of posttotalitarian
powers against Muslim populations led to the radicalization of Islam. If we look at the
contours of the world of the post-Communist crisis, from the Balkans to the Black Sea
to the Caucasus, it is the same as the map of “Byzantine” domination. It is precisely
here that permanent political crises and military conflicts persist and democratic
institutions cannot take root.

The radical difference between the Byzantine East and the European West lies
in the East’s foundation in the symbiosis of religious and political powers, and the
West’s foundation in the separation of spiritual and secular powers, expressed in the
concept of “Free State, Free Church.” This division was achieved in the West after
centuries of conflict between Church and State. Thus the European nations rational-
ized the dimensions of faith, became secularized, and evolved as civil societies. In
the West, the passive object of history, the vassal, became its active subject, a citizen
who created the basis of a democratic system. In the East, man, referred to in liturgy
as the “servant” or (for some) “slave” of God, was at the same time “a serf of the
tsar.” He could not become a free individual, a process without which a free citizen,
a voter, could not be born. The autocratic empire grew into Communist totalitarian-
ism without any essential change in the power system or in the status of the human
being within the state. Because of this, even after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the
countries of Eastern Christianity revealed themselves to be not newly democratic,
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but posttotalitarian. This immutability in the “primeval structure” of power, the same
“longue durée” of the cultural paradigms of the “Byzantine” world, explains the fact
that various intellectual currents or personalities in Russian history can in practice be
unified by the same vision of the Russian state as a “world empire,” and by the same
anti-Western ideology.*

In today’s Western world, theocratic structure would be impossible because of the
primacy of law in place since Roman times. In the Eastern world, for example in the
Islamic countries, we see the primacy of religion or of its surrogate, an ideology that
holds the state as sacred. In his day, Georges Florovsky, an ideologue of “Eurasian-
ism,” said that Russia was not only seduced but was also paralyzed by the perfection
of Byzantine civilization. However, does paralysis not represent an absence of motion
and of growth?

In Western Christianity, paradise is the noblest gift that a person is called to earn
through the merit of hard work. This principle, as Weber maintained, was brought
to extremes by the Calvinists, by the Pilgrim Fathers, the founders of America. In
the Byzantine world, paradise is granted (Figes 292-293).18 “The profane West,” the
civilization “without a soul,” stands against the sacral world of the “Russian soul.”
Thus, “Holy Rus’” is the only and exclusive criterion of “truth.” “Veritas,” the truth
of Western civilization, is subject to critical methods of verification. In Eastern civi-
lization, “veritas” becomes “faith,” which is not subject to criticism. This faith has
an absolute, holistic (in Karl Popper’s terminology) dimension. This dimension of
messianic, fundamentalist ideology is so very typical of closed, exclusive cultures,
not given to dialogue. This cultural paradigm excludes any possibility of building a
rule-of-law society.

Ukraine clearly finds itself in the center of the global encounter between the West
and the East, a place of conflicting, unfinished discourse between them, which continues
to the present. For many centuries, Ukraine was the “great mute” of European history,
not only because of its statelessness but also, perhaps even primarily, because the chasm
between the two civilizations, in their ongoing process of engagement and disengage-
ment, fell over the body of Ukraine, in its conflicting opposition to Russia.

To a great extent, the Ukrainian Orthodox tradition is also an inevitable part of
the historical dynamic of the whole Slavic-Byzantine world. The secularization of
Orthodox culture takes place considerably later compared with cultures in Western
Christianity. It does not occur at the time of Humanism and the Renaissance, but prac-
tically at the end of the eighteenth century, for these cultural phenomena simply did
not occur in the Orthodox world. Unfortunately, Ukrainian culture is not an exception
to this. There are, however, at least two radical variants.

The first variant relates to differences in the structural model of ruling, with the
Constantinople and Moscow types on one side, and the Kyiv model on the other. The
symbiosis of the religious and secular power structures in the Constantinople-Moscow
axis, the “Third Rome” concept, assured the continuity of the theocratic cultural model.
However, in the Rus’-Ukraine context, Ukraine struggled from the beginning for its
political and cultural independence. From the second half of the sixteenth century,
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Ukraine’s Orthodox Church, as the “church of the people,” stood in opposition to
the “church of the government,” be it the Roman Catholic Church or the imperial
Russian Orthodox Church. This is why Ukrainian culture, in a condition of stateless-
ness, avoided the serious dangers of Orthodox culture. Not having to live through the
syndrome of “theocratic history,” it naturally placed the people in the center of its
cultural evolution, that is, the individual and not the state.*

The second variant was conditioned by the specific historical and cultural context
in which Ukraine entered modern history, forming its political self-awareness and
identity. An Orthodox country was developing in the same state alongside a Catholic
culture and, at the same time, it was subject to considerable Protestant influence. Out
of the tense encounters between Ukraine and Poland in the sixteenth—seventeenth
centuries, a “culture of dialogue” was born, which grew into one of the fundamental
traits of Ukrainian civilization, a tradition of tolerance and pluralism.2’ Although the
first impulse for struggle was the defense of the Orthodox identity, the very concept
of independence, which matured and widened the forms of struggle for it, also formed
the independent character of Ukrainian identity in its Orthodox variant.2

In this sense, the permeation of European characteristics in Ukrainian identity
cannot be explained exclusively as a Catholic component. This process really began
before the formation of the “Uniate,” later called Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church,
in 1596. The peculiarity of Ukrainian cultural evolution lies in the fact that the Polish-
Ukrainian experience turned religious diversity into a factor of integration, whereas
in the Ukrainian-Russian cultural experience, a religious uniformity turned into a
factor of estrangement.

Indeed, “the Eastern/Byzantine faith” was the matrix of Ukrainian culture, but in
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the crucial formative period of its identity,
Ukraine developed within the parameters of Poland. Ukrainian culture was in a tight,
albeit conflicting, symbiosis with Polish culture. The multilingualism (Old Church
Slavic, Ukrainian, Polish, Latin)?? of its literature at that time and the general multi-
culturalism of Ukraine were conducive to encounters between the codes of various
civilizations in a common Ukrainian cultural space. The issue here is not of language
alone. Many impulses wove themselves into the culture, which, in turn, had to react,
to analyze, and to adapt itself under the influence of the moment. It had to defend and
to choose. In a word, this culture was neither a passive recipient nor an aggressive
opponent. It was a critical dialoguing partner.

Philosophers and Poets Articulating the Faith

Amajor protagonist in the cultural scene of Ukraine in the seventeenth century was the
metropolitan/archbishop Petro Mohyla. He formed a totally new concept of Orthodoxy
as religious culture in dialogue, open to the knowledge of another (Western) culture,
in which he did not see an enemy or an opponent, but another form of knowledge,
which enhanced Orthodox culture (see Jobert; Kortschmaryk; Nichyk; Sevenko 1996,
Sydorenko; Zhukovsky). Mohyla was not alone. He had a strong circle of like-minded
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thinkers. In seventeenth-century Ukraine, Orthodoxy was not so much a religious
doctrine as it was a way of viewing life and the human being. It defined the identity
of a people, not of a state.?

The year 1686 marked the death of the Polish-Ukrainian cultural model. The
Ukrainian Church was forcefully subjugated to the Moscow patriarchate and thus
became part of another system of values. This was no longer the system of values of
a people in rebellion, which fights against enslavement. It was now a value system of
an empire for which enslavement was a mode of existence and of further expansion,
and where any form of protest was a challenge and a threat. From that moment, it
began to loosen its ties to the whole complex of ethical values of the Ukrainian nation,
and began to serve the imperial state system. In the Russian Empire of Peter I, with
its Holy Synod, Ukrainian Orthodoxy, which had until that time been the choice of
the people, changed into an instrument of law enforcement and of destruction of that
people. The dialoguing nature of Ukrainian Orthodoxy was replaced by the dogmatic,
repressive monoculture of Russian Orthodoxy. Ukrainian culture, saturated with Eu-
ropean influences, represented an intolerable heresy for Russia.?*

Hetman lvan Mazepa’s tragic Battle of Poltava in 1709 (attempting to break away
from Russian rule with the help of the Swedes) brought an end to the possibility of an
Orthodox symbiosis between Ukraine and Russia. These countries became enemies
because their models of government, the republican and libertarian Ukrainian model
and the imperial, repressive Russian one, became totally incompatible (see Krup-
nytsky; Mackiw; Manning; Ohloblyn; Siedina; Subtelny). At this precise time, the
conflict between Ukrainian and Russian Orthodoxy became insoluble in all aspects
of cultural life. The enforced Russification of Ukraine led to the estrangement of
Ukrainian Orthodoxy from the institutional structure of the Orthodox Church, which
became the church of the Empire. It pushed Ukraine to search for a new cultural
model, distanced from the Church-Slavonic culture and language, which halted the
modernization of Ukraine and put obstacles in the path of its self-determination in
the new historic era.

In the nineteenth-century Russian cultural universe, the government continued to
be the main referee. It had a new retrospective of history, introduced by Nikolai Kara-
mzin, who stressed that a new dimension of Rus’ as Russia completed the politically
programmed sacral continuum of Russian history. Orthodoxy, as a civilizing mission,
became the ideological justification of imperial expansion.

As counterweight, the main referee in the Ukrainian and Polish cultural and state-
less world was the People. Ukrainian literature broke away from the Church-Slavonic
language and turned to the vernacular. In the second half of the eighteenth century, the
philosopher Hryhorii Skovoroda (1722-1794) understood the depth of the destructive
role of Russian Orthodoxy on human spirituality. Skovoroda, however, was a solitary
dissident who consciously excluded himself from the “chain of Mankind.” In opposi-
tion to the hierarchal structure of the church, he put forth a persistent, lonely challenge,
seeking the salvation of Orthodoxy as a faith, in a personal spiritual quest.

The leading Ukrainian poet Taras Shevchenko (1814-1861) first broke that “chain
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of Mankind’s” servitude, by saying that only the fall of the empire and, with it, of
the false “Byzantine God,” would allow for the rebirth of a true Christian faith as an
internal spiritual dimension of the human being, a faith that transforms a man into
“the image of God” into the “Gospel of Truth.”#

Christian and slave are mutually exclusive categories. In Shevchenko’s poetry,
we see a deadly duel between two gods, one of them the false Byzantine god of op-
pression, who turned his face away from his servants.?® Shevchenko used the term
Byzantine Sabaoth. At that time, the patriotic expression Russian God was used
officially. The emperor was, by law, either the Christian ruler or the Orthodox tsar.
Thus, there were respectable precedents for Yanukovych in 2004 to be the Orthodox
candidate. Indeed, “the Russian God” identity was assigned to him by the autocracy.
This “Russian God” shared in the power of Russian conquests of Finno-Ugric, Baltic,
and Caucasian peoples, from Ukraine all the way to the Asian steppes. He was “God,
the General.”?” For Shevchenko this was a particularly poignant concept, enhanced
by the painful experience of Ukrainian history.?

The “Byzantine God” is the antipode of morality and mercy, and Shevchenko writes:
“The Byzantine Sabaoth will betray you! / God will not betray, / he won’t absolve or
punish / We’re not his slaves—we’re people.” (It should be noted that Sabaoth is the
Hebrew God of armies.) The vengeful God of the Old Testament, God of the Army,
God the General, this God of the Empire and of its penal machinery stands in direct
confrontation with the authentic God of human spirituality. This is a juxtaposition of
two churches. One is a bureaucratic institution at the service of the government, the
other is a church of salutary Faith. Thus, to tear down the empire and to allow a free
human being to emerge out of the slave is the only way to return to the principles of
mercy and justice, sources of true Christianity.?®

A similar solution to this question is found, in fact, in Polish Romanticism.*
Due to this anti-Byzantine concept, Shevchenko decidedly turned the rudder of the
Kyiv-Ukrainian theocentric model in the direction of the anthropocentric model.
He contributed to bringing about the end of the “Byzantine” period of Ukrainian
history, opening the way to the “National” period. Like Moses leading his people
out of slavery, the poet also defended the liberty of all peoples, from Poland to the
Caucasus, from Finland to Moldova (see Dziuba 1998; Eidel’man; Pachlovska;
Shkandrij; Thompson). For Shevchenko, “people” [narod, nation] was the sacral
idea of a Christian people, a spiritual substance, the emanation of Christ’s sacrifice,
opposed to the antihuman mechanism of autocracies. The Orthodoxy, which came
to the service of the Russian empire, betrayed Christianity. To find the true God, for
Shevchenko, meant to return to the original values of Christianity as the religion
that freed man from slavery and gave him the Word of the Bible, that primary Word,
not a command of the “Orthodox tsar.”

The Ukrainian poet Ivan Franko (1856-1916) later called it the “fire-cloaked Word.”
To Shevchenko, the Word, with which life began and with which man entered history,
became his protagonist—“1’ll glorify these petty muted slaves / And, to protect them,
/ 1 will place the Word,” Shevchenko wrote. Ceasing to be a slave, man gains not only
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faith, his heavenly home, but also his earthly home, his country, blessed by God.

When he stated: “I won’t go to Ukraine . .. [since] only ‘Little Russia’ is left there,”
Shevchenko sharply underscored the incompatibility between Ukraine and the Russian
concept of “Little Russia.” These are two antagonistic worlds. The first belongs to
world history, to Christian civilization, the latter has come to naught and is a spiritu-
ally impoverished province, an administrative unit of the empire. As another poet,
levhen Malaniuk (1897-1968), perceived it later, Shevchenko bound the fragments
of Ukrainian historic life that had been cut apart by the “Little Russian history” with
the persistence of opposition, of rebellion, of struggle for the human soul, which finds
a way to liberate itself, first from spiritual, and then from political enslavement. The
land itself will speak out with the rebellious people. This land will become Ukraine
again only by insurrection: “The shackled people shall throw off their chains. Judgment
will come. Dnipro and the mountains shall speak!” The true God will be on the side
of the rebels against slavery: “Fight—and you shall conquer, / God will help you!”
He addresses all the peoples of the Empire.

The poet and historian Mykola Kostomarov, founder of the “Cyril-Methodius Broth-
erhood” (1845-1846), felt a bond with the Poles, and provided an ethical document
attesting to a radical solution of the historical conflict, in the name of regeneration
for both nations (see Kozak; Luciani; Mokry). In both Ukrainian and Polish cultures
in the nineteenth century, Christianity was the spiritual covenant of Christ, which
saw in the weakest human being the Gospel of Truth, and in this it differed distinctly
from the authority of the politicized church. Like Polish romantics, who saw the state
as a human creation and the people as a divine creation, Ukrainian romantics saw
the rebirth of real Christianity in the downfall of the empire and in the rebirth of the
people. In both the Polish and the Ukrainian traditions, freedom and the people hold
the sacral dimensions, not the state.

The fall of the Russian Empire and the emergence of an independent Ukrainian state
in 1917 represent the rebirth not of a church and faith, but of various churches and
religions. True to its liberal creed, the newly independent Ukraine considered it its duty
to ensure the freedom of spiritual self-expression of all people who live there.® Itisin
that same period that the question of Ukraine and Europe arose again. In literature and
history, in criticism and journalism, we see a strong emphasis on Ukraine belonging
to Europe, whereas at that time, in Russia, anti-Western Eurasianism established itself
as the dominant goal. For Ukraine, the European formula was clear and corresponded
fully to its cultural traditions of independence and pluralism. At that time, Ukraine was
actually the only country in the Slavic world, with an Orthodox majority, that saw its
cultural roots in Europe and, as a result, chose the European path of development.®? As
soon as the Ukrainian National Republic announced its choice, the scholar and poet
Mykola Zerov formulated its cultural code in the call “Ad Fontes” [To the Sources,
1926], common to both Ukraine and Europe, to ancient Greek and Roman cultures,
to humanism and the Renaissance.

During its short period of independence (Ukrainian People’s Republic, 1917-1920),
the old Ukrainian Orthodoxy was reborn. The Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox
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Church was confirmed in 1921 and lasted until 1930 (on this subject, see Armstark;
Bociurkiw 1986; Khomchuk). It was independent from the Moscow patriarchate and
began to use the Ukrainian language (rather than Old Church Slavonic) in church life.
It held itself to be the authentic Ukrainian church, a church of a free nation, such as
it had been before 1686.

However, the persecution of the UAOC began almost immediately, well before
the other Stalinist repressions. Even in those dramatic times of radical transforma-
tion, it had an active and constant opponent in the Kyiv seat of the Russian Orthodox
Church. After 1922, even the ROC, headed by Patriarch Tikhon, was harassed. In
1927, Metropolitan Sergius, representing the ROC, officially declared its loyalty to
the Soviet government. At the same time, the UAOC and other churches, which did
not acknowledge the Moscow patriarchate, were cruelly persecuted. The split between
the official church and the persecuted churches was obvious.

The gradual Soviet destruction of the Ukrainian churches, both the Orthodox and
Greek Catholic, transformed the break between Ukrainian culture and the official
version of Orthodoxy into an impassable chasm.®* The “approved” church of Soviet
times in Ukraine was no church at all, and it became an additional instrument of
Russification.

During the crisis of the Soviet regime and after the fall of the system, the question
of identity of various cultures arose with renewed force. At the time of “Solidarnosc¢,”
Polish Catholicism, with John Paul Il as Roman pontiff in the Vatican, played a very
major role in the liberation of Poland. However, the role of Orthodoxy was much
more complicated, which led to estrangements of various circles, even of dissident
intelligentsia, in both countries. For example, Ukrainian dissidents cultivated contacts
with Andrei Sakharov, but not with Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn. After the fall of the Berlin
wall, Russia reverted to using the traditional model of Orthodoxy as an instrument for
reconstruction of the empire. At the same time, Ukraine began to rebuild its authentic
multicultural and multireligious model with great difficulty.

It is precisely this multicultural, and thus European Ukraine, that came to the
Maidan in November 2004. And, as was the case in earlier centuries, at the very core
of this multiculturalism lay the Ukrainian idea of liberty.

Between “Golden-Domed” Kyiv and “Impetuous Warsaw”: The Duel
of Genghis Khan and Charlemagne

During the Orange Revolution, the tent city blocked traffic in the center of Kyiv
for two months, and a sign over one of the tents read: “Please excuse the temporary
inconvenience. We are conducting Euro-renovations of our country.”** This playful
sentence raises a crucial question. Is Ukraine an ancient palace full of potential, which
has survived a barbarian invasion, and now requires a thorough, modern “euro-remont,”
a European-style makeover, to restore it to full life? Or will a cosmetic “euro-remont”
prove inadequate, and will it be necessary to start rebuilding the foundations and the
walls?
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The Orange Revolution was not just limited to the result of an election; there was
much more to it than that. At stake was a choice that transcended the time span of the
election itself and was indeed a challenge to the future. On the political level, the gains
of that revolution shall call for many critical evaluations or attempts to undo them. On
the moral level, however, this revolution will last for a long time, possibly decades,
accompanying a real and not just a declarative social evolution from posttotalitarianism
to democracy. The relevance of this process will bear not only on Ukraine but also on
Russia and the European Union, precisely because the Orange Revolution raised the
issue of identity—the identity of Ukraine, the identity of Russia, and to a great extent,
of Europe itself. The direction of integration within the borders of the Old Continent
depends upon the identity of nations and cultures. In the next fifteen or twenty years,
this process will bring a completely new geopolitical and geocultural map of Europe.
If the European code of Ukrainian culture wins, a reintegration of Ukraine into the
European space will take place, inasmuch as the European matrix will determine the
formation of the national identity of Ukrainian culture.®® The opposite outcome would
be self-evident and does not require supposition: Ukraine can exist only as part of the
European continuum. Otherwise, it simply will not exist.

Today, the problem of identification represents the raw nerve of most of the in-
tegration crises in Europe itself and beyond its borders. Tensions are provoked by
the dynamics of globalization processes, and as a result, any possible victory of the
European choice in Ukraine would only be the beginning of a deep transformation, the
outcome of which will depend on various factors. The first is the will of the Ukrainian
people to make the spoils of their victory irreversible. After all, in addition to the Or-
ange Maidan, there is also the Ukraine of the Blue Maidan, as the year 2007 showed,
which may slowly, if at all, cease to be a post-Soviet plasma in the hands of visible
and invisible posttotalitarian puppeteers.® The second factor is the Russian evolution
in the globalized world. It is Russia, after all, who now has the biggest problems of
identity. In the same way as its economy is dangerously inflated by world oil prices, so
its search for a new identity is dangerously tied to resuscitated nationalist and retaliatory
myths. These myths pull it away from Western democracy and favor the proliferation
of worldwide political instability. Finally, the third factor is the change in European
identity, since Europe is still searching for its political and cultural role between the
United States, Russia, and the new economic eastern giants—China and India.

In the ongoing reorganization of the European space, as well as of Ukrainian and
Russian space, there will be many unknowns. Charlemagne and Genghis Khan by-
passed each other in time. Today, however, they are making up for this in that geocul-
tural space between Kyiv, Warsaw, and Moscow. Charlemagne once challenged the
Second Rome, consciously seeking to separate himself from it within the parameters
of another civilization. Today, the Third Rome challenges the empire of Charlemagne
in the battle for souls and lands.

The terms of this conflict may change, but not its essence. It grows increasingly
apparent that the Limes Europae will fall over the body of Ukraine, depending on the
result of the struggle between the Moscow and Kyiv religious orthodoxies, and then
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between a state-centered church and a Man-centered church. In this sense, the neutral
term limes, the borderline, may turn into the far-from-neutral term finis, the end. The
victory of Genghis Khan, the victory of the Eurasian model in Ukraine, would mean
not only the downfall of the democratic perspective but also the defeat of the Christian
world, of its ethical parameters, first and foremost.

The affinity of the Russian church with the state has brought about a dramatic
problem: the risk of losing its spiritual dimension. Today we see another troublesome
result: the loss of identity or the impossibility of finding identity in the new cultural
and political parameters of a globalized world, when identity issues appear even in
consolidated cultural contexts.

When the state ideology has been formed by the church, and the church has first
and foremost a territorial dimension, as it does in Orthodoxy, then, at the moment
that the state loses that imperial space, an identity crisis befalls the whole organism,
as is now happening in Russia. Orthodoxy is being exploited not only in the military
strategy of Russia, when priests bless the genocide of Chechnya, but also in the energy
strategy.*” Thus one can observe an interesting process. Globalization supposedly
consolidated and modernized the typical Ukrainian identity, pushing it decidedly in
the direction of the European choice. And, inversely, it shook up and pulled Russian
identity backward, forcing it to look for archetypal models of its statehood. This is,
understandably, a dangerous process. Disorientation in terms of bases of identification,
as arule, is conducive to feeding various retaliatory ideologies, which easily acquire
xenophobic and/or racist characteristics.

“Eurasianism”

By way of illustration, let us examine two of the most widely held concepts of the
future of Russia, which we can refer to conditionally as “the expansionist syndrome”
and the “containment syndrome.” These concepts are mutually exclusive, although
they both form the cementing basis of the anti-Western discourse of Russia. The “ex-
pansionist syndrome” is embodied in Russian neo-Eurasianism, a very complicated
tendency, multifaceted and much more dangerous than it seemed at its beginning, on
the eve of the fall of the Soviet Union. The theory of Eurasianism has its roots in the
work of Nikolaj Danilevsky, Russia and Europe [Rossiia i levropa, 1869, printed in
1871] and the work of Konstantin Leontiev, Byzantism and Slavism [Vizantinizm i
Slavianstvo, 1875]. They claimed the superiority of Russian civilization over the West
European, and a revival of the Russian empire as a world power in the process of the
unavoidable collision of these opposite worlds.*

There are three key aspects of historic Eurasianism that are particularly important
to neo-Eurasianism. (1) Historical Eurasianism revised the idea of Slavic origin of
Russian power, insisting on the thesis that Genghis Khan was “the first Eurasianist”
and proving that translatio imperii was the passing of power to Moscow not from
Constantinople, but from the Golden Horde.*® From this viewpoint, Moscow is not
so much “the Third Rome” as “the Second Sarai.”* (2) Eurasianism was a response
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not only to the fall of the Russian empire but also to the “decline of Europe,” as pre-
sented by Spengler. It was founded on the hypothesis that the East possesses the vital
energy necessary to subjugate the West. (3) Eurasianism, infinite in its ideology, was
the expression of the extreme left as well as the extreme forces of the right.*

Like the first Eurasianism, neo-Eurasianism was also a reaction to the fall of
another empire, this time the Soviet empire (see Massaka; Pachlovska; Paradowski;
Vandalkovskaia). The danger lies in the fact that it is much more populist, eclectic,
and most aggressive, compared with the previous one. In reality, it is a matter of open
racism. Neo-Eurasianism has a platform in common with racist theories of the past,
which served as the source of Nazism.*? Today, on the ideological scale from national
Bolshevism to Nazism, from the most conservative Orthodoxy to Islamic integral-
ism and Fascist neopaganism, neo-Eurasianism represents quintessential Russian
nationalism. In general, it is a mixture of various forms of nationalism, Orthodoxy and
Marxism, juxtaposed with Atlantism and the West as such, as a form of civilization
(on this subject, see Bratkiewicz; Ferrari; Kis’; Laqueur; and Lazari). The common
denominator is the anti-Western, and particularly anti-American, sentiment as well
as the inevitable corollary of anti-Semitism. Second to the “great American enemy,”
stands the “great Israeli enemy.” The ideologue of neo-Eurasianism, the “ariosopher”
(i.e., the “Arian philosopher™), is Alexander Dugin, author of innumerable books writ-
ten in the style of intellectual shamanism. His exalted, mystifying narrative strategy
strongly influences both the intellectual circles and the uneducated masses.

The strategy underlying this concept is that Eurasianism is the “conservative
revolution” destined to save the world from Western decadence. It is also a new way
of understanding history as “space,” not as “time,” that is a succession of events and
their cause and effect connections. According to such geographic determinism, history
is a geographic category. Russia is neither Europe nor Asia, but a specific geocultural,
sacral creation: “Eurasia.” It is, therefore, not a country, not a state, but a continent,
“our universal fatherland, our holy land, our most precious imperial inheritance.”*
It is the cradle of Indo-European peoples and, in general, the axle of world history.
The matrix of Russian power is the empire of Ghengis Khan, which fulfilled the role
of civilizing Europe. As Dugin (2004) expounds, the greatest patriots of Russia are
Ghengis Khan’s children. “The sacred Eurasian empire,” the all-embracing and all-
engrossing Russia, is the “organic, traditional” reality, opposed to modern, nonorganic
Anglo-Atlantic reality. The Continental block has to fight with the Oceanic power. This
is its historic mission. America, the sea power, the Leviathan, the mobile sea giant,
the Atlantic thalassocratic power, personifies modernity, individuality, dynamism, and
democracy. Russia is the behemoth, the continental telurocratic power, the immobile
giant, the nomos or pastureland of the planet. This behemoth personifies tradition,
collectivism, conservatism, hierarchy, and ideocracy. The mission of the Third Rome
is to destroy America as the new Carthage. Russia announces its Endkampf, the
eschatological final battle under the signs of the star and the swastika, against the
Atlantic West.* At the end of the world, the name of Russia is The Axe, which will
cut down the tree of old History and will cut through a road to the “spiritual future of
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the planet,” writes A. Dugin in a chapter with the somewhat sinister title “My Name
Is Axe” (Dugin 2000).%

For a long time, historiography defined neo-Eurasianism as an insignificant Fas-
cist pseudoscience. In the meantime, neo-Eurasianism became the official doctrine
of Russian state politics. An institutional and official organization of the movement
was started in Russia and in neighboring countries that had favorable social founda-
tions for it.

The strategic priority of today’s Russia, the building of “a common economic space”
or of a Eurasian space, could recreate Soviet space. President Putin declared a Eurasian
course for Russian politics.*® The neo-Eurasian movement has such powerful sponsors
as the Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation and the company the Gold of Rus-
sia (Massaka 176).4” An International Eurasian Movement has also been organized.*
In Ukraine, it found support in the paramilitary organization Brotherhood [Bratstvo],
which became a member,* as well as Nataliia Vitrenko’s Progressive Socialist Party
of Ukraine both of which are known for their openly anti-Ukrainian position.

The supposedly global scale of Eurasianism as an expansionist syndrome encoun-
ters another extremity, the encirclement syndrome, a sense of an imaginary siege of
Russia, its isolation in a progressively tighter circle of “enemies.” This forms a mirror
image, a picture reflecting the opposite of the neo-Eurasian geopolitical perspective
of Russia. It discloses a certain systemic crisis of Russian identity. The only common
element with Eurasianism is the anti-Western pathos.

Dmitrij Kondrashin offers a synthetic picture of this siege of Russia in the article
“The Front Against Russia: the Direction of Aggression.”s® What is the Eurointegration
of the countries of Eastern Europe and the expansion of the territory of democracy?
It is actually an “eastern European vindication,” a treacherous plan for weakening
Russian statehood, and excluding “Russia as sovereign state from the international
community.”®* Russia’s destruction can be related to three basic projects. The first
is that of “Osman Islam,” under the aegis of Turkey, which supposedly plans to tear
away Russia’s Muslim zone of influence. From the north, Russia is threatened by the
“Finno-Ugric” project, from the Baltic Sea to the Khanty Mansk, under the aegis of
“Estonian vindicators” who wish to take away from Russia a part of the Karelian Re-
public, the Murmansk oblast, and other territories, and who provoke the Finno-Ugric
minorities to subversive action.

The fiercest enemy of Russia is “Kyivan Rus’,” alias Ukraine. This national project
presents an alternative to the Kremlin. The futurological picture of Kyiv-centrism is
really eschatological. The hope that president Yushchenko would align himself just
with “Galician nationalism” was shattered. Instead, “the national project, realized by
them in Ukraine, will not be a simple alternative to Russia, but Kyiv will become an
alternative to the Kremlin and Moscow in Russia,” and Kyivan Rus’ “will become
an alternative to the Russian state with the capital in Moscow.” What makes Kyiv so
threatening? The fact that democratic, pro-European Ukraine consolidates Russian
liberals, and strengthens the anti-Putin opposition by uniting it around the pro-European
Kyiv. Kondrashin thinks that Kyiv will also be the gravitational center for 5 million
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Russian migrants in Europe and for 15 million Russians in the post-Soviet space. In
short, Kyiv will become “the center of gravity for the traditional Slavic regions of
Russia,” as well as “the coordinating center for revolutionary reform” in the Russian
Federation. What will facilitate this process will be the span of usage of the Russian
language in Ukraine and the network of the attractive electronic mass media, which
already covers “the whole Russian world” and a large part of Russia itself. This network
is much more effective than the generally poor Russian news outlets. In other words,
“*Kyivan Rus’ embodies the idea of a democratic Russian world without Moscow”
(emphasis added).®

According to the fundamentalist Russian Orthodox press, not only Kyiv but also
Constantinople is acting toward the ruination of Russia by favoring the creation of a
Ukrainian Particular Church, by not stopping the Orange Revolution. In other words,
a Byzantine history has come to a close (see Tiurenkov).5

Behind such concepts, one can detect Russia’s inability to adapt its national space
to the dynamic changes in today’s world. It used to think and act exclusively in terms
of colonization. Russia considers itself colonized because it has lost its colonies. It is
used to taking away sovereignty from other peoples, and interprets the departure of
these peoples from its sphere of influence as a threat to its own sovereignty. This is
really political surrealism. It just underscores an inability to see world history and to
detect within it the history of the Other through non-Russian optics. This is another
characteristic of the mind-frame of the Russian Orthodox culture of dogmatism. In ad-
dition, the mythologizing of concrete historic realities proves that the study of Russian
history is taking place on the level of paradigmatic anachronisms. Since the crux of such
interpretations of Russian history is also the anachronistically interpreted Orthodoxy,
all this only leads to a further weakening of society, estrangement of people from faith,
and indifference to the moral dimensions of both history and the present.>

In his book, Opasnaia Rossiia [Dangerous Russia], the historian lu. Afanasiev wrote
the following about the Eurasian aspect of Russian mentality: “Russia is ravaged by
the desert that is within us. And that danger comes from the east.” Russia’s salvation
lies in “the Europeanization of Russian Asianism” (64, 66, 111).

In an article well-known and much despised in Russia, “The Tragedy of Central
Europe,” Milan Kundera, the author of the “Europe stolen away” by Communism,
wrote about Russia as of “another world” that can even attract by its mysteriousness,
but that is frightening in its aggressive limitlessness and in its total foreignness toward
European mentality. In the notion of Russia, Kundera unwillingly includes the whole
Orthodox Slavic world, a territory he saw as hopelessly engulfed by Russia. One could
fight the Soviet regime in Warsaw and Budapest, dying for Europe, he writes, but this
would not be possible in Moscow or St. Petershurg.%®

Not so in Kyiv. Long before the Orange Revolution, in the 1920s, Ukrainians were
fighting for an independent state, emphasizing that this was also a fight for Europe. This
struggle failed and came to be called the “Slain/Executed Renaissance.”®® It is hoped
that the grand transformation begun by the Orange Revolution will not have such a
tragic fate. At any rate, on November 28, 2004, when there was a threat of military
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attack, the protesters in Kyiv and other cities continued their struggle for democracy.
Expecting the rolling in of tanks, in full view of snipers, they were saying: “Yes!” to
Europe. This was much harder than for the French to say “No!” to that same Europe
in their referendum. That is why the philosopher André Glucksmann said in 2004 that
it was Kyiv, not Paris, that became the capital of Europe, and that the real event of the
year for Europe was not the French referendum but the Ukrainian revolution, a truly
European revolution (Glucksmann 2005).5” Some British political scientists spoke of
it as the most elegant revolution of modern times.

If, in the triangle among Kyiv, Warsaw, and Moscow, the duel between Charlemagne
and Genghis Khan will be decided in favor of Charlemagne, Christianity as faith will
be saved. If the system of cultural and ethical coordinates of Ukrainian Orthodoxy
will allow democracy to take root, moving the Limes Europae to golden-domed Kyiv
will permit the rebirth of the faith system of the “Byzantine world,” which in turn will
place the human being in the center of its priorities. Then light will truly come from
the East, not as a rhetorical formula, but as a dearly paid-for renaissance.

Translated from the Ukrainian by Christine Sochocky

Notes

1. Finis Europae: the end, the border, the frontier of Europe; or the end of Europe, the fall
of its integral expanded model. In the near future, the meaning of this Latin phrase will depend
on Ukraine’s final choice between civilizations: Europe or Eurasia.

2. Among the proofs offered was the tragic story of Yushchenko’s face, disfigured by poi-
soning. People were told that the changes on his face were a clear sign of his positively “satanic
nature.” The Austrian journalist Isolde Kharim wrote of this in her article, “The Sign of Cain
of His Enemies,” that the border between Europe and the barbarian world passes through the
face of Yushchenko, “a person who is the embodiment of civilization” but carries on his face,
disfigured by barbarians, “Cain’s sign of His Enemies” as a signal, a warning of danger (Der
Standard, December 17, 2004).

3. This organization published a book with an emblematic title, The Devils of the Orange
Revolution (Moscow, 2006), which clearly alludes to Dostoevsky’s Devils. Its Web site, www.
otechestvo.org.ua, is one of the most anti-Ukrainian and anti-Western sites in its ideology. Other
sites that offer anti-Ukrainian propaganda in the Orthodox vein include: www.anti-orange.com.
ua; http://russian.kiev.ua (Russkaia Obshchina); http://za.zubr.in.ua (Za Ukrainu, Belorussiiu,
Rossiiu); www.malorossia.org; www.derzava.com (Vozrozhdenie Derzhavy); www.fondiv.ru
(Fond Imperskogo Vozrozhdeniia); and all the sites of www.rossija.info (Circle of Patriotic
Resources). See specifically the Orthodox analytical site, www.pravaya.ru, an unusually ag-
gressive Orthodox monarchist site, for its steadfast and strategic intent of cross-contamination
of religious and political ideologemes. Leftist Web sites, such as the Crimean Krimskii levo-
patrioticheskii predvybornyi blok im. Bogdana Khmelnitskogo at www.edinenie.kiev.ua (see
also www.grach.crimea.com) and rightist sites, such as www.pravaya.ru, rely exclusively on
the Moscow Patriarchate as their ideological referee. Most radical Web sites end up in outright
Nazi propaganda, with its myth of the “White Man” (see, for example, SS—Slavianskii Soiuz
[Slavic Union], Web site of the National-Socialist Movement, at www.demushkin.com, or
Severnoe Bratstvo [Northern Brotherhood], at http://nordrus.org, a neopagan movement that,
oddly enough, stresses the necessity of establishing a “Holy Rus’”).

4. Among the slogans of these “Orthodox brotherhoods” were constant fusions of political
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and religious aspects: “We are servants of God, but not of the European Union,” “NATO is Satan’s
legion,” and so on. The word “rab” in Old Church Slavic meant both “servant” and “slave” of
God. In Orthodox terminology, the word “rab” is used in terms of spiritual submissiveness.

5. Among the declarations of the Union of Orthodox Citizens is the following: “We are
fighting for the faith, for Holy Rus’, for Novorossia, for Tavriia, and for Donbas” (Novyi Region—
Krym, January 21, 2005, www.nr2.ru/14203.html). The declaration ends with the defiant words
“Orthodoxy or death! We announce that the elders of the Russian Orthodox Church blessed
the struggle for a Donetsk-Crimea-Novorossia Republic, to hold out till death.” In these words
arises a particular geography, estranged from history. “Holy Rus’” is an ideological abstraction
in the Orthodox tradition, Novorossia and Tavriia are nineteenth-century terms, when colonial
Ukraine was administratively divided into gubernias of the Russian Empire.

6. From this point, the names of the churches will be referred to in acronyms: UOC KP for
the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Kyiv Patriarchate, UAOC for the Ukrainian Autocephalic
Orthodox Church, UOC MP for the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate,
UGCC for the Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church, ROC for the Russian Orthodox Church.

7. “We, the representatives of various religions, are greeting the rebirth of spirituality
which has united the entire Ukrainian people, and are praying together for peace, freedom and
the unity of Ukraine. [. . .] Whoever we might be, belonging to a certain region, party, religion,
nationality or even race, cannot prevent us from being brothers and sisters, sons and daughters
of one people” (For Truth, Unity, Peace and Freedom. An address from all religious groups to
all citizens of Ukraine, Web site Maidan, December 24, 2004, http://maidan.org).

8. All of these quotations were translated from the title page of the Web site Ukraina
Pravoslavna, December 22, 2004, www.pravoslavye.org.ua, (www.pravoslavye.org.ua/index.
php?action=fullinfo&r_type=news&id=5257).

9. An interesting illustration of this may be seen in the text of the eulogy of Danyil Sysoev,
the parish priest of the Church of Sts. Peter and Paul, in lasenevo, Moscow, Ex Oriente Lux, or
Our Answer to the Vatican: The only true Christianity is Orthodoxy. The West is, by definition,
apostasy. Ex Oriente Lux, Light from the East, that is, from Russia. The West is “the midnight
darkness of humanism,” to which “Christ calls to respond with news of the light of Resurrection
which has long ago died out in the sorrowful countries of the West.” Humanism and liberalism
are the two main enemies of the Orthodox faith. “Vatican proselytizers” are “impious and loath-
some men,” “who emerged out of the darkness, for they were the issue of the western land,”
as the saintly Photius said about them back in the ninth century. Their “attack” is “a sign of
weakness and degeneration.” The Eastern Church is in Eden itself and, for this reason, it must
oppose the “false prophets” and “heretics” from the West, the traitorous Christianity of Europe
and America” (http://sysoev2.narod.ru/EXORIENTELUX.html).

10. The story of Pope John Paul 11’s visit to Ukraine in June 2001 is emblematic. The Pope
was greeted by millions of Ukrainians, believers and nonbelievers, Orthodox and Catholic.
Meanwhile, in the Orthodox Churches of the Moscow Patriarchate, rituals of cleansing all traces
of the “precursor of the Antichrist” were performed. The head of the UOC MP refused to meet
with the pontiff, and Aleksei |1 said that this visit would further complicate relations between
the two Orthodox Churches in Ukraine and between Moscow and the Vatican.

11. A population map of Ukraine illustrates this well: inhabitants who supported this ideology
and showed the greatest “Orthodox” activity were usually working class, Bolshevik, and proletarian
in spirit, in the most atheistic areas of Ukraine. These were the most Russified regions under the
Russian Empire and then, in turn, the most Sovieticized areas under the Communist regime. At
the same time, statistics show that these areas had the lowest levels of education, the most inef-
ficient health services, high indicators of criminality, of family distress, and of alcoholism. These
are also the regions where one observes the deepest identity crisis. These aspects were discussed
by the writers and scholars Catherine Wanner (1998) and laroslav Hrytsak (2004). Concerning
the syndrome of “Donetsk Identity” see Pas’ko, Pas’ko, and Korzhov; Taranenko.
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12. When asked about the benefits of integration with Russia, Yanukovych would answer
that this way it would be possible to win more medals in the Olympic Games.

13. This appeared on the Web site www.newsru.com/russia/25nov2004/markov_print.
html.

14. For this reason, one of the first steps taken by President Yushchenko, in March 2005,
was the disbanding of the State Committee on Religious Matters.

15. Nihilists do not pity anyone or anything. They “play crime games,” they play at law
transgressions because this is the only way to guarantee power and a high profile for themselves.
“Demons play with ideas,” says Glucksmann (2002, 137).

16. Bulgaria and Croatia are exceptions to this scheme and warrant separate discussion.

17. From the medieval “gathering of lands” and “Moscow the Third Rome” of the time of
Ivan the Terrible, through Pan-Slavism, Eurasianism, Communism, to the neo-Eurasianism and
the “common economic space,” we see a constant remake of the same idea, which changes
names but not substance, the idea of “Holy Rus’,” of the immanent grandeur of Russia, of
“its universal destiny,” of “its service to all mankind” (Dostoevsky 70-74). The West is “dead
power,” whereas Russia is “the future powers,” as Dostoevsky wrote in his A Writer’s Diary.
All of them, lvan the Terrible, Dostoevsky, Lev Gumilev, Gennady Ziuganov, Lenin, and Sol-
zhenitsyn, were bound by the idea of the decaying West and of the exceptional historic path and
the universal mission of Russia. Prince A. Kurbsky, P. Chaadaev, A. Herzen, and A. Sakharov
were the pariahs of Russian history.

18. From the beginning, God had blessed the “holy Russian land,” and therefore working
to change this status quo, to transform this land, would be not only unnecessary but sinful, as it
would defy the will of God. No wonder that the Pan-Slavists referred to Russia not as “the land
of law, but the land of truth.” Solzhenitsyn is convinced of the superiority of moral laws over
laws of jurisprudence. Solzhenitsyn discusses this in his Kak nam obustroit” Rossiiu (59).

19. levhen Malaniuk, in his Narysy z istorii nashoi kul’tury, holds that Ukrainian Ortho-
doxy kept its anthropocentric content from the Middle Ages, a period that he calls “old-Kyiv
Humanism,” precisely because of the systemic opposition of the civilization of Kyivan Rus’
to the Byzantine model.

20. The following authors also deal with this subject: Brogi Bercoff (2002), Graciotti (1996),
lakovenko (2003), Ktoczowski et al.

21. The historians S. Graciotti (2003), Z. Kohut, and I. Sevtenko provide much information
on this issue (see also L. Vaccaro).

22. The poets at the court of Prince Konstantyn of Ostrih, such as Jan Dabrowski, praised
the victories of the Orthodox prince in epic poetry, in the Latin language (lakovenko 2002).
Meletii Smotrytsky and Chrystophor Filaret (Marcin Broniewski), writing in Polish, defended
the dignity of the Orthodox faith. Similarly, the poet Danylo Bratkovsky spoke against the Union
in Polish. Ivan Velychkovsky in his “strange poems” playfully used old-Ukrainian language
with poetic forms that were grounded in Latin, however the content of his poetry was Orthodox
(see Axer; Brogi Bercoff 1996; and Martel).

23. The vibrant renaissance of the Kyiv Mohyla Academy and the Ostrih Academy in an
independent Ukraine are not only symbolic but also emblematic. The growth of these institu-
tions and their active role in the Europeanization of Ukrainian education attest to the strength
of the internal continuum of culture. While in the seventeenth century, the Mohyla Academy
chose the Latin language as a gateway to the world of knowledge, in the post-Soviet period
its choice was English.

24. No wonder Peter | ordered the burning of “Lithuanian books.” Moreover, Peter I, and
then Catherine |1, forbade the use of the Ukrainian language, ordering everyone to speak “in a
voice characteristic of Russian speech.” No wonder Ukrainian intellectuals and religious lead-
ers such as Stefan lavorsky and Feofan Prokopovych, although loyal servants of the Empire
and of the Russian church leadership, were, nevertheless, always treated with suspicion. They
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were perceived as “Latinizers,” and thus subversives. Prokopovych, a great innovator in the
fields of poetry and history, wrote a trivial little poem, The Repentant Zaporozhets [Zaporo-
zhets, kozak from Zaporizhzhia, center of Ukrainian Kozakdom, liquidated by Catherine Il in
1775]. Censorship, the vigilant eye of the Empire, saw him primarily as a Ruthenian, not as an
intellectual, and declared him a zaporozhets, and a disturber of order and a potential “traitor.”
(Peter | said that all Ukrainian hetmans were traitors.) In his autocratic model, the very wish
to be oneself, to claim one’s identity, represented betrayal. This spawned the Russian view of
a Ukrainian as an enemy and/or a nationalist.

25. Out of these phrases from Shevchenko’s poems stems the disorienting Soviet perception
of Shevchenko as an “atheist.” They misinterpret Shevchenko’s Testament: “When the Dnipro
shall carry the enemy blood from Ukraine to the blue sea, then | will leave behind these mountains
and furrows, leave everything, and rise to God Himself to pray. Until then, | know no God.”

26. The best research on this issue may be found in Ivan Dziuba’s articles and his book
(2004, 2005), as well in the above-mentioned work by Malaniuk (see n. 19).

27. In “Soldatskaia Pamiatka” General Dragomirov called out to his soldiers, “Heroes! God
is leading you, He is your General!” (quoted in Dziuba 2004, 63).

28. It is significant that Shevchenko, educated in the Western art culture at the Academy of
Aurts in St. Petersburg, was almost repulsed by the sickly aesthetics of Orthodox Churches of the
vast Russian provinces, referring to them in his diary as “disfigured, animal temples” (translated
from Shchodennyk, September 27, 1857) (T. Shevchenko, 201). To the poet, the Byzantine God
with epaulettes seemed to be a pagan idol of oppression, of Barbarian times, without a shadow of
mercy. The Byzantine liturgy provoked a similar aversion in him: “A total lack of any harmony
and no shade of elegance” (translated from Shchodennyk, March 23, 1857) (Shevchenko 216).

29. There were many who thought likewise, even among prominent Russians, from Chaa-
daev and Viazemskii to Herzen, a sworn enemy of Leo Tolstoy, who called Orthodoxy “a
false Christian faith” (L. Tolstoy, O voine i o voennom dele [1902, 30]. The Russian Church
declared anathema not only on Mazepa but also on the “cursed and disdainful Russian Judas,
who with his spirit strangled everything holy [. . .] a base and bedeviled seducer” (quoted in
Bogdanovich 461).

30. It is especially in Dziady by Adam Mickiewicz that one recognizes the inhuman and
somewhat demonic dimension of power in Russia.

31. The largest minorities within Ukrainian territory, Poles, Russians, and Jews, were rep-
resented by particular ministries. All minorities, without exception, obtained the right to have
their own schools, press, publishing houses, cultural institutions, and places of worship.

32. To delve deeper into the genealogy of this concept, it is essential to stress the role of
Mykhailo Drahomanov, who was the first in the Orthodox-Slavic world to raise the issue of
individual rights within a society, independent of national, religious, or linguistic affiliation.
In the first part of the nineteenth century, Kostomarov spoke of a family of free peoples. In the
second half of the century, Drahomanov broadened this view and foreshadowed “The United
States of Europe.” In his works, he spoke ante litteram of a unification of the free nations of
Europe into a democratic commonwealth. Russia could eventually join this commonwealth,
but only when it freed itself from its imperialist dimension.

33. In the years 1933-1934, in Ukrainian territory, 75 to 80 percent of church structures
were destroyed. In the Wnnytsia, Donetsk, Kirovohrad, Mykolaiv, Sumy, and Khmelnytska
oblasts, no churches were left. In the Luhansk, Poltava, Kharkiv, and Odesa oblasts, one church
remained in each. By the end of 1937, Catholics of the Latin rite did not have any churches or
priests. Baptist preachers were liquidated also, and all of their houses of prayer were closed.
In 1937-1938, 200,000 priests were arrested and half of them killed. In 1946, the Ukrainian
Greek-Catholic Church was annulled by means of a government-arranged “Synod” (Botsiurkiw
1996). It then went underground and survived in some measure for decades, under constant
persecution (Isichenko 367-388).
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34. In Ukraine, the term “Euro-renovation” describes renewal of apartments or houses; it
is very desirable and is considered classy.

35. On the eve of the Orange Revolution, in November 2004, an international symposium
dedicated to the problem of the reintegration of Ukraine into Europe took place in Milan (see
Brogi Bercoff and Lami).

36. The problem persists as the parliamentary elections of March 26, 2006, and the events
that followed them permitted retaliatory acts by antidemocratic forces. The liberal political
elite was not sufficiently consolidated. At the same time, the sluggish post-Soviet economy, ac-
companied by multilayered corruption, may become a permanent obstacle, halting the concrete
progress of Ukraine in the direction of integration with Euro-Atlantic structures. The September
30, 2007, elections ended, though, with a win by the democratic coalition.

37. As the First Rome spread across the world by means of its roads, the “Third Rome”
plans to establish itself on the planet by means of “Orthodox gas pipelines.” “Now the time has
come for the holy Orthodox Faith to spill out over the world through the network of Gazprom,”
wrote Kirill Frolov in Natsional’nyi konsensus i ego protivniki on the “orthodox-analytical”
site www.pravaya.ru on January 13, 2006. In January 2007, the Moscow patriarchate rewarded
GAZPROM *“for contributions to the friendship of fraternal Russian, Belarusian and Ukrainian
peoples” just at the time when Moscow was blackmailing Minsk by withholding its gas supply.
One year earlier, in January 2006, it had done the same to Kyiv.

38. Historical Eurasianism, which emerged in 1921 as a reaction to the fall of the empire,
turned into a considerable intellectual and political movement among Russian postrevolutionary
émigreés (the linguist Nikolai Trubetskoi, the economist Petr Savitsky, the theologian G. Frol-
ovsky, the musicologist Petr Suvchinsky, the philosopher Lev Karsavin, and such sympathizers
as the historian George Vernadsky and linguist Roman Jakobson). Such was the hegemonic,
expansionist theory of an alternative configuration of Russia in the form of the reborn mes-
sianic world empire, with Moscow as the center of a grandiose Eurasian territory that includes
Europe, China, India, and the Islamic world, as opposed to the “Euro-Atlantic triangle” of
England, America, and Canada. Citing Dostoevsky, one of the “noble fathers” of Eurasianism,
“the future of Europe belongs to Russia” (Dostoevsky 122).

39. N.S. Trubetskoi’s ideas are expressed in The Legacy of Genghis Khan and Other Essays
on Russia’s ldentity (see also Gumilev; Hutsalo).

40. From here stem the invariants of Eurasianism, from the panmongolism of V. Soloviev,
to literary works like “Skify,” by such authors as Ivanov-Razumnikov, Blok, Bely, Yesenin and
others (see Lazari 1988; Nivat).

41. Some Eurasianists were Stalinists and/or Cheka agents in the West (such as P. Savitsky
and S. Efron, Marina Tsvetaeva’s husband). Others were Nazis (the ultramonarchist group
“Balticum,” later known as “Consul,” the group of Russian Fascists in Khabrin headed by
Rodzaievsky, and others). The link between Eurasianism and national-bolshevism (Agursky)
has now been reestablished, although, at this time, these two trends, one pro-Putin, headed by A.
Dugin and the other anti-Putin, led by E. Limonov, are in a delicate, conflicting relationship.

42. The neo-Eurasianists are quite familiar to the neo-Nazi movements in the West, such as
the French “Nouvelle Droite.” On this subject see the works by the French theoretician of the
“purity of the Arian race,” A. Gobinau, the geopolitical school of Karl Haushofer, the ideologue
of “spiritual racism,” the Italian Julius Evola (Mikotejko).

43. The Eurasian meetings in Russia are held under the slogans “Russia is everything. All
else is nothing!” “The Russian boot is sacred” and under black banners with bright yellow
depictions of the face and the symbolic star of the “Knight of the Apocalypse.”

44. In the term “Einkampf” there is an ominous suggestion of Hitler’s Mein Kampf, and
“Endlésung” reminds us of the Holocaust.

45. This is the preface [sic] to Dostoevsky’s work. In fact, Dostoevsky is actually viewed
as “our contemporary.” See also Dugin (1997, 300).
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46. The presidents of Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Armenia were
invited to the forum “The Eurasian Integration: Tendencies in Contemporary Development and
Challenges of Globalization,” which took place in Astana, at the Lev Gumilev University June
18, 2004. Gumilev was one of the inspiring minds of neo-Eurasianism.

47. The movement is supported by such publications as Literaturnaia gazeta, Sovetskaia
Rossiia and on numerous other Web sites: http://evrazia.org; http://Eurasia.com.ru; http://arcto.
ru; and http://rossia3.ru (the Union of Eurasian Youth), with various links to affiliated sites,
from military to religious, under the symbolic name “The circle of patriotic resources” (Www.
rossija.info).

48. A. Dugin has a large following in the West, particularly in Italy, where he is referred
to as “the prophet from the East,” and in France, where the Trotskiites and neo-Nazis of the
Le Pen camp chose to stand under the flags of the Eurasian movement. André Glucksmann
made an incisive analysis of the “Eurasian Europe” phenomenon after the referendum in which
France voted against the European Constitution (May 29, 2005). He claims that the Paris—
Berlin—-Moscow axis constitutes a cynical betrayal of the basic values of European civilization
(Glucksmann 2005).

49. See www.bratstvo.info. The ideology of the contemporary “Bratstvo” is actually a form
of “Orthodox Fascism.” The manifesto of the “Orthodox Revolution” of the “Bratstvo” is a
combination of national Bolshevik slogans with the Orthodox, together with a red flag and an
image of Christ. In this manifesto, we find calls to defend the openly pro-Communist regimes
of Belarus and Transdnistria, forming there “the structures of Orthodox resistance, a would-be
Hesbolla.”

50. Dmitrii Kondrashin, www.regnum.ru, March 28, 2005. The analytical site “Regnum”
was created by Modest Kolerov, one of the “gray cardinals” of Kremlin.

51. This strategy, D. Kondrashin thinks, has its origin in Zbigniew Brzezinski’s doctrine.
Kondrashin blames the latter for creating the European Union, “the retaliatory European Reich,”
which gave rise to the “multinational fascism of “civilized European nations.”” It is the result
of the Balticization and Polonization of the European Union, which became a “center for the
realization of American hegemony” and, supposedly, fosters the anti-Russian political attitude
of the elites of the United States and of Great Britain together with the neo-Fascist forces of
Europe and of Asia. The author paints a picture, terrifying to Russia, according to which the
European Union is changing the date of the ending of World War 11 to the time of the Orange
Revolution, which, in the eyes of Europe, marks the end of the Russian occupation of Eastern
Europe. The mastermind of this “Fascism” is the “Brussels bureaucracy,” which stresses that
Europe belongs to the “Judeo-Christian roots of Europe.” However, as far as neo-Fascism is
concerned, its connection to the “Judeo-Masonic Conspiracy” against Russia has nothing to
do with politics but perhaps more with some type of paranoia.

52. It is noteworthy that Russia is “returning” to Ukraine its primary historical dimension of
Kyivan Rus’. Should Ukraine reveal herself as “non-Russia,” Russia would lose Kyivan Rus’.
Again, we are back to Genghis Khan.

53. Under the title “The Heretical Metaphysics of ‘Orange Revolutions,”” Tiurenkov claims
that the Orange Revolution actually began in 1054, the year of the split between the Eastern
and Western churches. In point of fact, Washington and the Vatican have been plotting all along
with Babylon, “the great deceiver sitting on many waters,” working for centuries to lead to this
revolution. They were helped by Constantinople, which did not stop the Orange Revolution.
Neither did it stop the events of 1917 and of 1991, which were seen as local and of temporary
value. Armageddon came in 2004, when “the Russian sovereignty was finally denied the right
of existence.” The Ukrainian scenario was labeled as heretical, because it was preparing the
coming of the Anti-Christ, and, as a result, it is also a most illustrative model of the “tearing
apart of Orthodox civilization.”

54. Despite countless restrictions and the growth of xenophobic movements, an opposition
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is consolidating in Russia, and its presence is felt also on the Internet—Novaya Gazeta (www.
novayagazeta.ru), Echo Moskvy (http://echo.msk.ru), Ezhednevnyi Zhurnal (http://ej.ru), Grani
(http://grani.ru), Prava cheloveka v Rossii (http://hro.org), and Memorial (http://memo.ru). Of
special interest is the informative, analytical site Sova (www.sova-center.ru), which deals with
issues of nationalism and xenophobia in Russia, as well as with issues of the relationship between
religion and society, “the rootlessness of liberal values, and lack of respect for human rights.” See
also www.kasparov.ru. Youth movements have also appeared, such as “Pora” (modeled on the
Ukrainian organization), “Zashchita,” “ldushchie bez Putina,” united into the “Student Opposition”
(see the Web site of the Petersburg students, Idushchie bez Putina, www.noputin.com).

55. M. Kundera’s article “The Tragedy of Central Europe,” New York Review of Books, April
26, 1984, was published in Russia only in 2002.

56. This description was taken from the title of lurii Lavrinenko’s Rozstriliane vidrodzhen-
nia, an anthology of literary works by leading Ukrainian poets, writers, and literary critics who
were executed by the Soviet regime during its first two decades of rule. The book was published
by Jerzy Giedroyc’s “Kultura” in Paris (1959).

57. Glucksmann (who is now an adviser to President Nicolas Sarkozy of France), had
published in the Figaro a letter supportive of the Orange Revolution, “Freedom to the People
of Kyiv,” signed by well-known intellectuals and politicians of Europe (I Reformista, No-
vember 30, 2004). Glucksmann also initiated a joint letter from European politicians, “The
Political Crisis in Kyiv,” which was published in numerous newspapers on April 17, 2007.
He criticized the inconsistency of European politics toward Ukraine and called on Europe to
support Ukraine’s desires for integration on the level on which it supported those of Poland,
the Czech Republic, and the other countries of Eastern Europe.
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The Status of Religion in Ukraine in
Relation to European Standards

Andrew Sorokowski

The status of religion in a state is conveniently measured by law. Consequently, this
will be our chief approach. Law is an indicator not only, and sometimes not primarily,
of the actual status of the matter that it regulates, but also of the consciousness and
intention of the lawmakers. Insofar as it describes realities, law does so both directly, in
describing how matters are actually regulated, and indirectly, in reflecting the concerns
that guided the fashioning of the regulations. Constitutions and other fundamental laws
are particularly susceptible to analysis as reflections of contemporaneous realities as
well as of ideals. The ideals themselves, in turn, are reflections of the legal culture and
consciousness of the legislators and of the society that they represent.

The relation between law and religion is not simply one of regulation and what
is regulated. Religion lies near the heart of the origins of law as the social pursuit of
morality and justice. Franz Wieacker sees the personalistic conception of law as hav-
ing been fortified by the experience of a personal deity as it developed the dialectic of
self-determination and responsibility, individual liberty and altruistic duty (Wieacker
20-22). Historically, the notion of human rights law originates in the development of
Christian concepts of natural law (see Lauterpacht, 84-87). Even secular law embod-
ies religious values.

To be sure, at least since the Enlightenment the attempt has been made to establish
law as an independent system of norms with an extrareligious basis. In the nineteenth
century, law was separated not only from religion, but in some cases also from moral-
ity. In our own time, the diversity and secularization of society have led some to view
law as a surrogate for religiously based norms.

In the West, the functional relation between law and religion is viewed mainly in
the context of freedom of conscience. The notion of special laws to regulate religion,
as existed in the Soviet Union and persist in its successor states, is suspect. Religious
freedom is seen as a primary human and civil right. The right to associate in religious
groups is part of the freedom of association, and in a secular state there is no need to
treat religious groups differently from other associations, at least those of a social or
charitable nature.

Because religion has a social as well as a personal dimension, religious liberty
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involves both group and individual rights. The European tradition balances individual
and group rights, as well as rights and responsibilities (Glendon 13 and passim). In the
words of Franz Wieacker, “ . . . the continuous dialogue between theories of freedom
and responsibility has remained the guiding theme of all European legal and political
philosophy” (Wieacker 22).

What, then, are European standards of law with regard to religion? One must
begin with at least a rough notion of what constitutes European law. According to
Wieacker, the essential constants of European legal culture over the centuries have
been personalism, legalism, and intellectualism (20-27). In their specific interactions,
these elements distinguish European law from the legal traditions of, for example,
China, India, or Africa. Wieacker does not follow the narrow view of the European
legal tradition that would limit it to the Enlightenment values of France as embodied
in the Code Napoléon and the modern states influenced by it, or even to a combina-
tion of continental civil law and English common law. His conception includes the
North and South American emanations of common and civil law, areas of Asia and
Africa influenced by European law, and, pertinent to this discussion, the socialist law
of twentieth-century Eastern Europe (6-8). That, of course, may entail contradic-
tions. Some of the Marxist notions underlying socialist law, such as the importance
of an individual’s class origins, the dominance of state interests, or the nature of law
as a weapon of class rule, comport ill with modern European concepts of individual
freedom. Marxism, however, is itself a European philosophy, indeed, a product of
the Enlightenment. In any case, under this broad standard, Ukrainian law falls clearly
within the European ambit.

It is thus not necessary to “prove” the European nature of Ukrainian law by refer-
ence to West European influences, though that can certainly be done. Whether the
law of Ukraine’s medieval predecessor state, Kyivan Rus’, originated in Byzantium,
Scandinavia, Lithuania, or the East Slavic peoples themselves, it should certainly be
regarded as European. Byzantine canon law carried on the tradition of Roman law.
Under Polish rule, Ukrainians not only were regulated by, but participated in a legal
system with Western roots. Feudalism, by contrast with the patrimonial system of
Muscovy, introduced the concept of mutual obligations. Cities received the German
Magdeburg law. In the nineteenth century Ukraine, as part of the Russian and Austrian
empires, indirectly participated in the era of the great codifications. In the 1860s,
Ukrainian lawyers benefited from the legal reforms of Russia (themselves influenced
by French law) or, in Western Ukraine, from Austrian constitutionalism. In the latter
region, an active Ukrainian bar developed during the interwar Second Polish Repub-
lic. Soviet law, too, was modeled on prerevolutionary Russian and West European
law, and even its socialist elements must be regarded as European in origin. In short,
Ukrainian legal culture has always been European.

Soviet legal treatment of religion, to be sure, did not measure up to what are com-
monly regarded as European standards. This was one of the most ideologically charged
areas of Soviet law. The 1929 Law on Religious Associations specifically forbade vari-
ous forms of the public practice of religion, contrary to modern European principles
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of freedom of conscience. Only in October 1990, on the eve of the Soviet collapse,
was this law replaced with a relatively liberal statute, mirrored in the Ukrainian Law
on Freedom of Conscience and Religious Organizations (LFCRO) of April 1991.

The legal status of religion is not, however, only a matter of the written law. Nor
is it only a question of whether, or how, the law is enforced. More fundamental is the
legal consciousness of legislators, lawyers, judges, law enforcement personnel, and the
ordinary people who must in one way or another deal with legal regulation. It is here,
in the realm of attitudes and beliefs that the question of legal status must be posed.

Naturally, the status of religion in a society is much more than a legal matter. It
also concerns politics, society, culture, and history. For one thing, these factors form
the context of law, without which its meaning is not clear. Thus, the same statute
may have a certain effect in a West European context and quite a different effect in
a Ukrainian context. This must be borne in mind in examining international norms.
At the same time, political, social, cultural, and historical factors form the context
of religious life. The legal treatment of religion cannot be properly understood in
isolation from them.

In considering the status of religion in Ukraine, it is also well to keep in mind her
geopolitical situation. Ukraine is surrounded by countries with very different ap-
proaches to law and religion. Russia’s laws privilege four chief religions, of which
the Christian is represented by the Russian Orthodox Church. Both law and policy
strongly favor that traditionally state-bound institution. Turkey is a Muslim country
with a militantly secular legal and political order patterned on European principles.
Adjoining countries of East Central Europe are generally characterized by a liberal
democratic approach to their dominant Christian churches.

Ukraine’s situation with regard to religion should also be seen in historical perspec-
tive. While Western Europe is often regarded as secular and post-Christian, post-Soviet
Ukraine has already experienced an extreme of secularism, and has been described as
postatheist. Yet the Marxist critique of religion has left a distrust of established religion.
The experience of state-sponsored Russian Orthodoxy has only compounded that at-
titude. It is therefore not surprising that millions of Ukrainians believe in God but are
unwilling to join any traditional church. These historical factors set Ukrainians apart
from West Europeans, whose experience, and thus expectations, are different.

The Ukrainian Religious Landscape

Before we examine Ukrainian law pertaining to religion, a brief survey of the Ukrainian
religious landscape is in order. There is an entire spectrum of religiosity or religious
belief: general spirituality, cultural adherence to a confession (which may exclude a
belief in a god), belief in God, affiliation with a religious organization, full confes-
sional adherence including membership in a local religious group, and full practice
of a religion, both ritually and in everyday conduct.

Between 25 percent and 38 percent of the citizens of Ukraine are “not religious.”
Between 61.8 percent and 75 percent describe themselves as “believers.” Thus, out
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of 46 million people, roughly 30 to 35 million are religious believers. Between 14.8
percent and 25.6 percent believe in God but do not belong to any particular religion
or church. About one-third (between 30.0 percent and 43.4 percent) consider them-
selves Orthodox Christians (Krindatch 2003, table 3.1 and 48-49). About 7-8 percent
are Catholics (of both the Greek and Latin rite), and 2.0-2.5 percent belong to other
faiths (Krindatch 49).

A few comparisons will be instructive. While in Ukraine, 63-66 percent of the
population has been found to “adhere to one religion or another,” in Russia this figure
is 50 percent. While in Ukraine some 14 percent attend church services weekly, in
Russia the corresponding figure is 3.6 percent (Krindatch 37). In comparison with the
rest of Europe (East as well as West), this puts Ukraine roughly in the middle.

While the population of Ukraine is three times smaller than that of Russia, the total
number of all local religious communities is greater than that in her neighbor. Thus,
Ukraine has a density of religious infrastructure that is four times higher than in Russia—
485 vs. 125 places of regular worship per million population (Krindatch 37-38).

Religious belief, practice, and density of infrastructure vary considerably, how-
ever, within Ukraine. The three Galician oblasts, for example, have a denser religious
infrastructure than the Luhansk oblast (ibid., 50). In 1998, weekly church attendance
was 44.1 percent in the Lviv and Ternopil oblasts in the extreme west of the country,
but only 9.3 percent in the Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts in the east (ibid., table 3.2).
In western Ukraine over 90 percent of the population believes in God; in Eastern
Ukraine, only 55 percent (ibid., 50).

As would be expected, organized religious belief has grown rapidly since the lib-
eralization of the late 1980s. From 1988 to 2003 there was a fourfold increase in the
number of religious organizations.? The number of denominations exceeds fifty.

More than 90 percent of religiously active citizens of Ukraine are Christian (US
Department of State, International Religious Freedom Report 2003). Most of them
belong to one of three principal Orthodox churches. Of these, only the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church (UOC MP) under the Moscow Patriarchate, the successor (since
1990) to the Ukrainian Exarchate of the Russian Orthodox Church, has been consid-
ered canonical in the Orthodox world. There is some disagreement on their relative
numbers. The Ukrainian Orthodox Church under the Moscow Patriarchate has been
estimated to number 7.2 million faithful, the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Kyiv
Patriarchate (UOC KP) some 5.5 million, and the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox
Church (UAOC) 0.33 million, for a total of 13 million (Chornomorets’ 10-11).% Other
Orthodox churches are the Russian Orthodox Church and the Russian Orthodox Church
Abroad. In one 1991 survey, it was found that 7 percent of the population consider
themselves “simply Orthodox” (Krindatch 42).

The Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church has been estimated as having 3.3 million
faithful, though its own estimate is 4.5 million, and some have cited a figure of 5
million or more than 10 percent of the entire population. In April 2004 a survey by
the Razumkov Center found that 6.4 percent of respondents identified themselves as
Greek Catholic, which would suggest a total of about 3 million. Roman Catholics
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(who use the name “Ukrainian Catholic Church™) may number about 840,000, though
a Razumkov survey in April 2004 yielded 0.8 percent, suggesting a total of only
375,000. Another source would give them 0.7 percent of the population, correspond-
ing to 330,000 adherents (Chornomorets’ 11).

“Traditional” Protestant churches in Ukraine—roughly speaking, those that have
had a presence for over a century—include Evangelical Christians-Baptists, Lutherans,
and Reformed. A number of “nontraditional™ religious groups sprang up in Ukraine
in the twentieth century due to missionary efforts originating in the United States:
the Seventh Day Adventists, the Jehovah’s Witnesses, the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-Day Saints (Mormons), and the Pentecostals. Since independence, Anglicans,
Presbyterians, Methodists, and other Protestant churches have appeared. Recent years
have seen considerable activity on the part of evangelical and charismatic groups such
as the Embassy of God, led by Sunday Adaleja, a Nigerian preacher whose followers
have included Kyiv mayor Leonid Chernovetsky. The total number of adherents of
all these groups, however, is probably not more than a million.®

The Ukrainian State Committee on Statistics estimated the number of Jews in 2001
as 103,600 (IRFR 2003), though estimates of 250,000 to 325,000 or 500,000 have
also appeared. Most religiously active Jews are Orthodox, but Progressive (Reform)
and Conservative (“Traditional™”) congregations have also been founded. The Hasidic
and Chabad Lubavitch movements have exhibited considerable vitality (IRFR 2001,
2002, 2003).

Ukraine’s Muslims are predominantly Sunni, and Crimean Tatar by ethnicity.
Some 267,000, or 12 percent of the Crimean population, are Tatars and presumably
Muslim. Muslims are also numerous in major cities, particularly Kyiv (IRFR 2001,
2002, 2003). There are around 457 registered Muslim communities, of which 320 are
in the Crimea (IRFR 2006).

Finally, various new religions and “cults” are active in Ukraine, such as Krishna
Consciousness and the neopagan Native Ukrainian National Faith or “RUNVira,” an
export from the United States. In 2004, the Church of Scientology sought registration
with the authorities. There are also relatively new groups of converts to the venerable
Buddhist and Baha’i faiths.

International, European, and Ukrainian Law on Religion

International law can be seen as an emanation of European law in the broad sense
outlined above. Originating on the Continent in the seventeenth century, in recent years
it has been heavily influenced by Anglo-American traditions of individual rights and
equal protection. Thus, in considering whether the treatment of religion by Ukrainian
law meets European standards, it is appropriate to compare Ukrainian legislation with
international as well as specifically European norms.

Freedom of thought, conscience, and religion is proclaimed in Article 18 of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UN General Assembly Resolution 217AT[I1],
UN Doc. A/811, December 10, 1948). The International Covenant on Civil and Politi-
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cal Rights (General Assembly Resolution 2200 [XXI] UN Doc. A/6316, December
16, 1966),° states the following in Article 18:

Everyone shall have the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. This
right shall include freedom to have or to adopt a religion or belief of his choice, and
freedom, either individually or in community with others and in public or private,
to manifest his religion or belief in worship, observance, practice and teaching.
(art. 18, sec. 1)

Section 2 of this article prohibits coercion in matters of religion. Section 3 sets the
customary limits: “Freedom to manifest one’s religion or beliefs may be subject only
to such limitations as are prescribed by law and are necessary to protect public safety,
order, health, or morals or the fundamental rights and freedoms of others.””

The human rights “basket” of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, which included the United States, Canada, and the Soviet Union as well as
European states, naturally contained religious rights. Principle VII of the Helsinki
Final Act (August 1, 1975) enjoins respect for human rights and fundamental free-
doms, including the freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief. Principle 11
of the Concluding Document of the follow-up Vienna meeting of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe (January 17, 1989) declares that participat-
ing States will respect “freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief,” while
Principle 16 recognizes a panoply of specific rights of religious communities to
places of worship, self-organization, personnel, financial contributions, education,
publications and access to media. Section 9.4 of the Document of the Copenhagen
meeting of the Organization on Security and Cooperation in Europe Conference
on the Human Dimension (June 29, 1990) reiterates the freedom of thought, con-
science, and religion.

On the European level, the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms (adopted under the auspices of the Council of Europe in
1950 and accepted by Ukraine in 1997 with reservations) provides in Article 9:

Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right
includes freedom to change his religion or belief and freedom, either alone or in
community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief,
in worship, teaching, practice and observance.? (art. 9, sec. 1)

The usual limitations apply:

Freedom to manifest one’s religion or beliefs shall be subject only to such limitations
as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society in the interests of
public safety, for the protection of public order, health or morals, or for the protec-
tion of rights and freedoms of others. (art. 9, sec. 2)

The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (Official Journal C 364,
December 18, 2000) contains virtually identical language in Article 10, Section 1:
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Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. This right
includes freedom to change religion or belief and freedom, either alone or in com-
munity with others and in public or in private, to manifest religion or belief, in
worship, teaching, practice and observance.

As is customary, rights are balanced by duties. The Charter’s Preamble states that
“Enjoyment of these rights entails responsibilities and duties with regard to other
persons, to the human community and to future generations.”

International law also promotes equal rights regardless of religion, and forbids
discrimination on a religious or other basis. Thus, Article | of the United Nations
Charter (June 26, 1945) provides that the organization’s purposes include “[T]o achieve
international cooperation in . . . promoting and encouraging respect for human rights
and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or
religion .. .” (art. 1, sec. 3; see also art. 13, sec. 1 [b]).

Similarly, the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) prohibits
discrimination on the basis of race, sex, language, religion, color, political or other
opinion, national or social origin, property, birth, or other status (UDHR art. 2).

All rights proclaimed in the Universal Declaration are subject to limits determined
by law solely to secure recognition and respect for rights and freedoms of others, and
the just requirements of morality, public order, and general order in a democratic
society (art. 29, sec. 2). Furthermore, there is a provision on abuse of rights (a no-
tion with which the Anglo-American jurist is not likely to be familiar): the rights and
freedoms set out in the declaration are not to be exercised contrary to the purposes
and principles of the United Nations (art. 29, sec. 3).

The United Nations International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)
states that its own provisions are to be applied in a nondiscriminatory manner:

Each State Party to the present Covenant undertakes to respect and to ensure to all
individuals within its territory and subject to its jurisdiction the rights recognized
in the present Covenant, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex,
language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property,
birth or other status. (art. 2, sec. 1)

In a separate article, the ICCPR forbids discrimination in general. Individuals
are equal before the law and enjoy equal protection of the law. Recapitulating the
categories set out in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the covenant pro-
vides that the law shall prohibit discrimination and guarantee to all persons equal
protection against discrimination on any ground such as race, color, sex, language,
religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other
status (art. 26). As usual, the only limits are those prescribed by law and necessary
to protect public safety, order, health, morals, or fundamental rights and freedoms of
others) (art. 18, sec. 3).

In 1981, the United Nations General Assembly approved a resolution (res. 36/55
of November 25, 1981) proclaiming the Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms
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of Intolerance and of Discrimination Based on Religion and Belief. Fourteen years
later, it issued the Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Religious Intoler-
ance (res. 50/183 of December 22, 1995).

Discrimination on the basis of religion and belief is among the types of discrimina-
tion prohibited by Article 21 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European
Union. Article 22 further declares that “The Union shall respect cultural, religious
and linguistic diversity.”

Ukrainian law generally follows these standards. Article 35 of the Constitution
(June 28, 1996) proclaims that “everyone” (not just “every citizen”) has the right to
“freedom of worldview and religious confession [virospovidannia].” This includes
the right to confess any religion or none, to carry out, singly or collectively, religious
cults or ritual ceremonies without obstruction, and to carry on religious activity (art.
35, sec. 1). The realization of this right can only be limited by law in the interests of
public order, the health and morals of the population, or the protection of the rights
and freedoms of other people (art. 35, sec. 2). It is perhaps significant that, in the latter
clause, “people” and not “persons,” which might include organizations, is used.

Equality and nondiscrimination are guaranteed by Article 24: “Citizens have equal
constitutional rights and freedoms and are equal before the law” (sec. 1). “No privileges
or limitations on the basis of race, skin color, political, religious, or other convictions,
sex, ethnic or social origin, property status, place of residence, or linguistic or other
traits, are permitted” (art. 24, sec. 2).

Passed in the last months of the Soviet Union, when Ukraine had declared sovereignty
(July 16, 1990) but not yet independence, the Ukrainian Law on Freedom of Conscience and
Religious Organizations of April 23, 1991, was based on the analogous Soviet Union law
of October 1990. The law remained in force after independence was declared (August 24,
1991) and ratified by a popular referendum (December 1, 1991). In June 2002, the govern-
ment submitted draft amendments to the LFCRO, forming a new version designated Draft
Law No. 1285 on May 12, 2003). The independent All-Ukrainian Council of Churches
(AUCC) has opposed the draft law. Its latest version was submitted in July 2006.

The LFCRO of 1991, with subsequent amendments, is conceptually different from
the 1997 Russian Law on Religious Associations, which declares four privileged re-
ligions: Orthodoxy, Buddhism, Judaism, and Islam. It is also considered significantly
more liberal than Belarus’s 2002 law on religion. A detailed European critique of the
July 2006 draft was provided by the Advisory Council on Freedom of Religion or
Belief of the OSCE, Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights. Basically,
the Advisory Council found that the draft law met the requirements of international
instruments and best practice concerning freedom of religion or belief. Some provi-
sions, however, were vague or unclear, and a number of provisions unduly restricted
the autonomy of religious entities (Opinion No. REL-UKR/072/2006, Comments on
the Draft Law of Ukraine “On Freedom of Conscience and Religious Organisations,”
Warsaw, September 7, 2006).

The LFCRO as promulgated in 1991 proclaimed and defined freedom of conscience
as follows:
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Every citizen of Ukraine is guaranteed the right to freedom of conscience. This right
includes the freedom to hold, accept, and change one’s religion or convictions by
one’s own choice and the freedom, singly or together with others, to confess any
religion or not to confess any, to perform religious cults, to openly express and freely
disseminate one’s religious or atheistic convictions. (art. 3, sec. 1)

The next two sections of Article 3 forbid compulsion in matters of belief (art. 3, sec.
2), but recognize that parents or their surrogates have the right by mutual consent to
bring up their children according to their own convictions and attitude toward religion
(art. 3, sec. 3). The LFCRO also recognizes that citizens are equal before the law and
have equal rights regardless of their attitude toward religion (art. 4, sec. 1).

The LFCRO concerns the rights not only of the individual but also of religious groups.
Part 11 decrees that religious organizations in Ukraine are of the following types: com-
munities, administrations and centers, monasteries, brotherhoods, mission societies,
religious education institutions, and also associations comprising the above-mentioned
religious organizations; the latter are represented by their centers (administrations)
(art. 7, sec. 2). Religious communities have the right to be subordinate in canonical and
organizational questions to any religious centers (administrations) active in Ukraine or
beyond its borders, and to freely change that subordination (art. 8, sec. 2). In an important
change from earlier Soviet law, there is no obligation to inform the state organs about the
creation of a religious community (art. 8, sec. 3). A religious organization is a juridical
person from the moment of registration of its charter (art. 13, sec. 1).

The property rights of religious organizations are dealt with in Part 111 (arts. 17-18).
Reflecting general Ukrainian law, the right to own land is not included. Part IV details
the rights of religious organizations and citizens related to the freedom of religious
rites and ceremonies (art. 21), religious literature and objects (art. 22), charitable and
cultural-educational activity (art. 23), international relations and contacts of religious
organizations and individual believers (art. 24).

The LFCRO recognizes the supremacy of international law, and thus of European
standards. Article 32 provides that if an international agreement to which Ukraine is a
party establishes different rules from those established by the legislation on freedom
of conscience and religious organizations, then the rules of the international agree-
ment are to be applied.

While the laws of Ukraine generally meet European standards with regard to treat-
ment of religion, a proper evaluation of the status of religion requires a closer look at
Ukrainian law and its enforcement. We shall now take a brief look at law and practice
in the key areas of religious minorities, tolerance, church and state, church and school,
alternative military service, and the family.

Religious Minorities

The rights of religious minorities have attracted increasing attention in the field of
international human rights. In Article 27, the ICCPR proclaims minority rights in the
following language:
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In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities exist, persons
belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the right, in community with the
other members of their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practice
their own religion, or to use their own language.

Particular attention to the rights of religious minorities is reflected in the United
Nations Declarations on Intolerance and Discrimination Based on Religion or Be-
lief (1981) and on Religious Intolerance (1995), cited above. The Document of the
Copenhagen meeting of the OSCE Conference on the Human Dimension (June 29,
1990) deals with the rights of minorities in art. 32; their religious rights are covered
inart. 32.3.

The effect of the Ukrainian LFCRO on foreign-based religious minorities will be
discussed below. In recent years the main difficulties concerning minority rights have
not, however, concerned the laws, but their enforcement. Historically, the principal
religious minorities in Ukraine have been Catholics, Protestants, and two ethnoreligious
groups: the Jews and the Muslim Tatars.

While the Orthodox are a majority in Ukraine, in many parts of Western Ukraine
they are in the minority in relation to Greek-Catholics, and some localities are evenly
divided. It is thus difficult to characterize Catholic-Orthodox relations in terms of
minority rights. In any case, nearly all the conflicts of the 1990s between the Ortho-
dox and the Greek-Catholics over church property and parish allegiance in Western
Ukraine have been resolved.

Throughout the Soviet period, “Protestant” groups or “sects” like the Evangelical
Christians-Baptists and Pentecostals suffered persecution, and many members emi-
grated, particularly in the 1980s. With the advent of religious toleration, however, many
of them have grown rapidly through evangelization and conversion. For the most part
they were not impeded. Recently, however, some of these groups have complained of
the activity of “antisect” organizations.

Although the Jewish minority in Ukraine is very small, anti-Semitism has re-
mained a problem. Anti-Semitic articles have continued to appear in the press, most
notoriously in the newspaper Sil’s’ki visti in 2002—2003. There have been attacks on
places of worship as well as against individuals. It is sometimes difficult, however, to
identify a specifically religious motive. A more subtle form of discrimination against
the Jewish religious minority involves the fate of sometimes historic Christian and
Jewish cemeteries and related symbols (IRFR 2006). Blocked or belated reopening
of synagogues and other religious structures has also been reported, though in some
cases the disputes are between different Jewish communities (U.S. Department of
State, International Religious Freedom Report, 2001). In a positive development, in
2003-2004 the Zhytomyr state archive returned seventeen Torah scrolls to the Jewish
community.

Ukraine’s Muslims have experienced blocked or delayed registration of religious
communities, for example at Kharkiv, and of Islamic schools, though Islamic univer-
sities (registered, however, as religious rather than educational institutions) do exist
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in Kyiv and Donetsk (IRFR 2006). Difficulties with restitution of places of worship
continue, as in the case of a historic mosque in Mykolaiv (ibid.). As in the Jewish case,
there have been conflicts with regard to cemeteries (e.g., at Morske in the Crimea).
Societal (not necessarily religiously based) discrimination against Muslims has been
reported in recent years (IRFR 2003, 2006).

Tolerance

Apart from the treatment of religious minorities discussed above, in recent years
religious intolerance has occurred primarily in two contexts: inter-Orthodox conflicts
and foreign missionary efforts.

On June 2, 2006, representatives of churches and religious organizations signed
a declaration on respect for religious feelings, symbols, and traditions (Patriiarkhat
5/395, 2006, 29). Nevertheless, one Ukrainian observer writing in 2007 found that
“In the last year and a half, the state of religious tolerance has worsened.” Several
pro-Russian organizations have allegedly been the worst culprits, causing clashes in
the Crimea, Volhynia, Chernihiv, and elsewhere, and trying to block visits by Patriarch
Filaret of the UOC KP. According to this observer, they are all supported by certain
hierarchs of the UOC MP. The mass media have allegedly participated in the intoler-
ance too by, for example, attacking Kyiv’s mayor for his membership in a charismatic
community. At the same time, there is still intolerance of religion as such, and of its
presence in society (Antoshevs’kyi 2007).

A special test case of tolerance has been the situation of “nontraditional” religious
groups and foreign missionaries. Widely regarded as a threat to the established churches
as well as agents of Western (particularly American) influence, these groups typically
engage in forms of proselytism that gain converts but also alienate a portion of the
population. They are often well-financed, technologically adept, and sophisticated in
their use of the media—qualities that make them particularly annoying to the relatively
passive traditional churches.

According to Myroslav Marynovych, historically Russia has understood the Byz-
antine “symphony” between church and state as entailing the state’s obligation to
protect the church from competition by other religions (Marynovych 213). However,
international law pays little attention to the rights of majority religious communities to
protect their traditions. In this respect, Eastern Europe (including Ukraine) finds itself
in a position somewhere between the Western emphasis on individual human rights and
the Islamic emphasis on the exclusive rights of a monolithic group. In Marynovych’s
view, the East European is inclined to respect individual rights as long as the right of
the community to preserve its traditions is respected too (220).

It has been argued that legal protectionism of traditional churches prevents them
from learning to compete successfully in the religious “marketplace.” This possibly
unfortunate metaphor, together with American insistence on pluralism and American
financing of nontraditional religions, has helped to nourish an anti-Americanism unit-
ing extreme left and right forces, including both Orthodox and Communists.
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It must be remembered that the activity of missionaries need not impinge on the
Orthodox (or Catholic) population. Statistics suggest that between a fifth and a quarter
of Ukrainians may be unchurched believers (Krindatch 48). This means that there are
around 9.6 million to 12 million persons whose conversion by missionaries could not
be characterized as “soul-shatching.”

It is notable that while the Ukrainian Constitution grants freedom of conscience
to “everyone,” the LFCRO refers to “every citizen.” Thus, it does not apply to for-
eign citizens doing missionary work in Ukraine. In December 1993, amendments to
the LFCRO were passed that, according to Howard Biddulph, caused a “significant
reduction of religious freedom” to citizens as well as noncitizens of Ukraine (Bid-
dulph 338).

Despite these and other legal restrictions on the activities of “nonnative” (i.e.,
not Orthodox, Greek Catholic, or Jewish) religious organizations, there have been
no recent reports of foreign religious workers encountering difficulties in obtaining
visas, or interference or limitations on their activity (IRFR 2002, 2003, 2006). In 2002,
in fact, 12,203 foreign religious workers were admitted, and in the first six months
of 2003, 5,622 entered Ukraine with religious visas (IRFR 2003). More recently,
however, members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Mormons)
have complained of discrimination, particularly in being denied a house of worship
in Chernivtsi, Bukovyna. This was allegedly due to pressure from the UOC MP and
the UOC KP (IRFR 2006).

The 2006 draft of a new LFCRO appears to have addressed some of the objections
to the current law. A new Article 19 states three specific but separate grounds for ter-
mination of the activities of a mission (sec. 3). A new Article 23 guarantees believers
and religious organizations the right to international contacts (sec. 1) and the rights
to study abroad and to invite foreign persons to study in Ukraine (sec. 2). Section 3
clarifies the rights of foreign religious workers:

Foreigners and stateless persons legally staying in Ukraine may engage in preaching
or other religious activities like citizens of Ukraine. They have no right to interfere
with activities of religious organizations without their invitation or consent, to
advocate religious intolerance in any form, insult human feelings related to their
religious or other beliefs. (art. 23, sec. 3)

Special sections of Article 16, on registration documents, apply to foreigners. In
Acrticle 17, different registration procedures and timelines are prescribed for organiza-
tions and missions that practice “religions not represented in Ukraine.”

Church and State

Whether or not one considers the Byzantine, Russian, and Soviet conceptions of
church-state relations to be part of the European legal and historical tradition, they
are not favored by current West European standards. It is not adequate, however, to
reduce these standards to the simple separation of church and state. Moreover, accord-
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ing to Silvio Ferrari even the traditional classification of West European church-state
systems into separation systems, concordatarian systems, and national-church systems
is outdated. Instead, he points out a common pattern whose main elements are a neutral
attitude of the state toward individuals, who are free to profess any religion they wish;
the demarcation of a religious subsector within the public sector, where religious sub-
jects collectively enjoy preferential treatment in relation to nonreligious subjects; and
the confining of state interference with religious subjects to setting ground rules or to
keeping the “playing field” level and its boundaries respected (Ferrari 421-422).

While generally speaking, Ukrainian law appears to fit into the European pattern
thus defined, it is not clear whether this is the case with Ukrainian practice. As one
would expect, the 1996 Constitution proclaims that the church and religious organiza-
tions are separate from the state, and the school is separate from the church. It further
states that no religion may be recognized by the state as obligatory (art. 35, sec. 3).
This does not, by itself, exclude the possibility of the state recognizing a given religion
as primary or traditional, or of favoring religion in general.

In its General Provisions (Part 1), the LFCRO sets out the basic principles on
church-state relations in Ukraine. The church—that is, religious organizations—is
separated from the state (art. 5, sec. 2). “All religions, confessions, and religious
organizations are equal before the law. The establishment of any privileges or limita-
tions of one religion, confession, or religious organization in relation to others is not
permitted” (art. 5, sec. 5).

“Religious organizations have the right to participate in civic life, and also to use
the media equally with civic associations” (art. 5, sec. 7). They may not, however,
participate in the activity of political parties, give them financial aid, put forth candi-
dates for office, or conduct agitation or financing of electoral campaigns of candidates
to organs of state power.® Clergy have the same right to participate in political life as
other citizens (art. 5, sec. 8).

State control over enforcement of religious legislation is exercised by local coun-
cils of people’s deputies and their executive committees (art. 29). However, to ensure
implementation of state policy on religion and church, a state organ is created for this
purpose (art. 30). This is the State Committee on Religious Affairs.

The Soviet-era Council on Religious Affairs was disbanded on July 28, 1994. By
1995 it had been reconstituted as an agency within the Ministry of Culture. The State
Committee on Religious Affairs (SCRA), as it came to be called, was dissolved by a
presidential decree of April 22, 2005. Then, on August 18, 2005, it was replaced by
the State Department on Religious Affairs, within the Ministry of Justice (Cabinet of
Ministers, Resolution No. 770). Its powers were diminished, and what had been an
agency of control became more of a watchdog of legality, mediator, and source of
expert assistance. Recently, Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych revived the SCRA and
empowered it to deal with both religious and nationality affairs. The All-Ukrainian
Council of Churches and Religious Organizations opposed this move because experts
believed that it would increase state control over religion and other aspects of social
life (Antoshevs’kyi 2007).
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While under the Soviet regime the registration requirement assured state control
over religious organizations, current law does not require registration. It is practically
necessary, however, for it provides the legal personality without which a religious
community’s activity is very limited. The 2006 draft of the LFCRO details the rules on
registration of religious organizations with the state authorities.'® Article 18 sets out six
specific grounds for refusal to register a religious organization. These include contradic-
tion between the objectives declared in the organization’s statutory documents and the
Constitution and laws of Ukraine, as well as discrepancy of its doctrine and practice with
Ukrainian legislation (sec. 1). The OSCE commentary on the draft has criticized this
as well as other provisions (Opinion No. REL-UKR/072/2006, Comments on the Draft
Law of Ukraine “On Freedom of Conscience and Religious Organisations,” Warsaw,
September 7, 2006). Article 18 permits a repeat application for registration after the
grounds for refusal have been eliminated (sec. 2), and provides that the organization
may appeal the authorities’ refusal of registration in court (sec. 3).

The evolving draft of the LFCRO has been the subject of critiques by the All-
Ukrainian Council of Churches and Religious Organizations (AUCCRO), which is
composed of leaders of eighteen of the country’s largest Christian, Jewish, and Muslim
communities, representing over 90 percent of religious adherents (IRFR 2001, 2002).
In October 2003, church leaders including representatives of the Ukrainian Greek-
Catholic Church, the Roman Catholic Church, the Ukrainian Orthodox Church (Kyiv
Patriarchate), and the Baptist Union appealed to the Council of Europe’s Parliamentary
Assembly against proposed amendments to the LFCRO. Those amendments would
have expanded the powers of the SCRA, tightened legalization procedures, allowed
only a gradual return of confiscated church property, regulated access to schools and
state institutions, and controlled the activities of foreign groups. The leaders feared a
return of the special status formerly granted to the UOC MP (Luxmoore 2).

Members of the AUCCRO have been meeting periodically at a round table to discuss
church-state issues. On April 13, 2005, in Kyiv, the AUCCRO called for “partnership”
relations between the state and religious confessions (Patriiarkhat 4/389, 2005, 27).
At a meeting with the AUCCRO on June 14, 2005, President Yushchenko stated that
Ukrainians must find the correct formula for partnership and unite their efforts where
the people and society most need this (Patriiarkhat 5/390, 2005, 27).

Recently the AUCCRO approved the new draft of the LFCRO, elaborated in a
special commission of the Ministry of Justice. But the Party of Regions is reportedly
preparing its own draft (Antoshevs’kyi 2007).

An issue that has tested the separation of church and state has been the support
of more than one post-independence Ukrainian government for the unification of
the country’s three Orthodox churches. In the 1990s, the regime of Leonid Kuchma
supported the creation of a single UOC, pursuing two different scenarios. In the first
scenario, the Russian Orthodox Church should grant autocephaly to the UOC MP,
which would then be joined by the UOC KP and the UAOC. In the second scenario,
all three would unite first, and then be recognized by the Ecumenical Patriarchate
regardless of the Moscow Patriarchate’s opposition (Krindatch 66—67).
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The Yushchenko government has urged the UOC KP and the UAOC (neither of
which is generally recognized as a canonical Orthodox church) to pursue unity. In 2005,
during a meeting with Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew I in Istanbul, the president
stated that Ukrainian society was awaiting the creation of a single local (pomisna)
Orthodox Church—though the question of unification was exclusively a church matter
(Patriiarkhat 5/390, 2005, 26-27). When on July 27-28, 2006, President Yushchenko
and parliamentary leaders discussing Ukraine’s political crisis inserted support for the
creation of a single national Orthodox Church as No. 12 in their “Universal of National
Unity,” Communist leader Petro Symomenko opposed it on the ground that it violated
the constitutional separation of church and state. Yushchenko, however, considered it
important for national unity (RISU, cited in the Ukrainian Weekly, August 6, 2006, 2).
It has been reported that 80 percent of priests of the UOC MP would support Orthodox
unification and autocephaly, that is, independence (Chornomorets’ 12). Ukrainian lead-
ers are evidently balancing church—state separation and noninterference with the state
interest in a spiritually united nation.!* According to some estimates, one consequence
of unification would be the creation of the world’s second largest Orthodox Church.2

Are church-state relations in Ukraine such as to promote the growth of a civil
society? Taking Ferrari’s criteria as a benchmark, one may observe that by and large
the state has attempted to maintain a neutrality in the matter of religion; that religion
has been accorded a privileged but fairly even subsector in the public square; and
that with some exceptions, the state has restricted itself to maintaining an even reli-
gious playing field with secure boundaries. The exceptions, nevertheless, have been
troubling, and recent trends toward favoritism and revived state control of religion
are cause for concern.

Church and School

Article 35 of the Constitution of Ukraine declares the separation of church and school.
Article 6 of the LFCRO reiterates this principle:

The state system of education in the Ukrainian SSR is separated from the church
(religious organizations) and is secular in nature. (art. 6, sec. 1)

Private religious education, of course, is permissible:

Citizens may study religious beliefs and acquire religious education individually or
together with others, freely choosing their language of instruction. (art. 6, sec. 3)

More specifically,

In accord with their internal rules, religious organizations have the right to create
educational institutions and groups for the religious education of children and adults,
and also to carry on education in other forms, using for this purposes facilities that
belong to them or which are provided for their use. (art. 6, sec. 4)
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As is common in European constitutional documents, these rights are balanced
by obligations:

Teachers of religious studies and religious preachers are obligated to educate their
auditors in a spirit of tolerance and respect for citizens who do not confess a religion,
and for the faithful of other religions. (art. 6, sec. 5)

In view of these principles, recent government initiatives to introduce spiritual-
moral values into education have caused some controversy. The proposal to teach a
course in “basic Christian ethics” in state schools has raised the question of whether
ethics can be nonsectarian. The AUCCRO has set up a working group to deal with
this issue. Lubomyr Cardinal Husar, who heads the Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church,
has opined that state schools should not teach religious faith; rather, they should teach
children about religion. On June 14, 2006, a commission of the Ministry of Education
and Science confirmed the “conceptual bases of the subject of spiritual-moral direction”
in schools. It recommended that instead of a single course on ethics, parents could
choose for their children (1) basic philosophical ethics, (2) fundamentals of Christian
ethics, or (3) fundamentals of religious ethics. Religious confessions were to prepare
the course programs (Patriiarkhat, 5/395, 2006, 29-30).

At the same time, under the current education law religious communities still may
not operate primary or secondary schools (IRFR 2006). Moreover, proposals to al-
low religious organizations to set up their own primary schools, and to assist them in
obtaining land for the construction of religious buildings, have met with considerable
opposition in the Party of Regions—dominated Parliament (Antoshevs’kyi 2007).

Conscientious Objection to Military Service

A test of both freedom of conscience and church independence from the state is the
right of conscientious objection to the civic obligation of military service. This right
has been enshrined in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union,
albeit in a manner granting deference to national legislation (Official Journal C 364,
18.12.2000): “The right to conscientious objection is recognized, in accordance with
the national laws governing the exercise of this right” (art. 10, sec. 2).

Thus, nations are free to accommodate this right in different ways. The Ukrainian
Constitution states that no one may be relieved of his responsibilities toward the
state or refuse to obey the laws for reasons of religious convictions. It goes on to say,
however, that if the performance of military service contradicts the religious convic-
tions of a citizen, the performance of this obligation must be substituted by alternative
(nonmilitary) service (art. 35, sec. 4).

The LFCRO states this principle in a manner leaving open the possibility that alternative
service might not be limited to the military obligation: “No one may avoid performance of
his constitutional obligations from motives of his religious convictions. The substitution
of performance of one obligation by another by reason of one’s convictions is permitted
only in cases provided for by the legislation of the Ukrainian SSR” (art. 4, sec. 3).
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The Family

European legislation typically provides for the protection of the family as the basic social
unit. The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights states that “The family is
the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to protection by society
and the State” (art. 23, sec. 1). Section 2 declares the right of marriage, for which Section
3 requires the free and full consent of the marriage partners. Section 4 protects the rights
and responsibilities of spouses as to marriage, during marriage and at its dissolution and,
in case of dissolution, provides for the necessary protection of any children.

The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (Official Journal C 364,
18.12.2000) calls for material as well as legal support: “The family shall enjoy legal,
economic and social protection” (art. 33, sec. 1).

Concomitant to marriage is the right to conduct the religious upbringing of one’s
children. The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights guarantees the
liberty of parents and legal guardians “to ensure the religious and moral education of
their children in conformity with their own convictions” (art. 18, sec. 4).

Ukrainian law follows these principles. The Constitution provides that “The family,
childhood, motherhood and fatherhood are protected by the state” (art. 51, sec. 5). The
cabinet accordingly includes a Ministry of Family, Youth, and Sport.

The stresses and dislocations of the Soviet period as well as of the post-Soviet
transition have had a disastrous effect on the Ukrainian family. Various social initia-
tives have arisen to try to restore this threatened institution.

At the same time, new challenges to the family have appeared. In a recent open letter,
the All-Ukrainian Council of Churches and Religious Organizations, which includes
Christian, Jewish, and Muslim representatives, condemned attempts by certain civic
organizations to legislate same-sex marriage or register same-sex partnerships. The
AUCCRO appealed to Parliament to enact a law clearly and unambiguously defining
marriage as being between a man and a woman (Patriiarkhat, 1/397, 2007, 27).

In evaluating the effect of Ukrainian law in the areas of minorities, tolerance,
church and state, church and school, conscientious objection, and the family, it must
always be kept in mind that the coincidence of law and practice varies from society
to society. It is important to note not only the implementation of laws and statutes
but also the degree to which the citizens have internalized the law, recognizing it as
just and attempting to live by it. In particular, the attitude toward the law on the part
of the elite is important. According to sociologist Wsevolod Isajiw, Ukraine’s elite
is characterized by a cynical attitude and a habit of circumventing the law through
informal networks (the “crony-débrouillard” system) (Isajiw 131). It thus appears
that a common national identity, based on a consensus about what values and ethical
and moral positions are to be reflected in the law and in public life, is lacking (see
Trofimenko 144). This does not bode well for the future of Ukrainian democracy
and civil society. It also means that an examination of Ukrainian law, while useful in
measuring official attitudes toward religion against European standards, cannot give
a complete picture of the place of religion in Ukrainian society.
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Conclusion

To the extent that conformity of the laws to international and European models is a
measure of the status of religion in Ukraine, one may conclude that it meets Euro-
pean standards. Ukraine’s legislation strikes a balance between individual and group
rights, and rights and responsibilities, that is typically European. Also consonant with
European tradition is the balancing of liberty with the protection of the cultural and
religious values and patrimony of the nation. As noted above, however, Ukraine’s
progress toward civil society has been uneven and remains incomplete. The danger
of political manipulation and favoritism in church affairs remains.

Itis legitimate to ask, nonetheless, whether European standards are properly seen as
an external ideal. The European tradition is not, after all, exclusively West European,
even if it is Western in a cultural sense. Moreover, these standards have always been
a part of Ukraine’s heritage (see Procyk 159). That heritage is evident in her legal,
social, political, and cultural life. It provides a firm basis for a European approach to
the questions of religion in a modern state.

Notes

1. The Razumkov Center found in 2003 that 21.9 percent are nonbelievers and 75.2 percent
are believers. A survey by the Ukrainian Sociology Service in November 2003 revealed that
16 percent are not religious, 14 percent undecided, and 70 percent religious; the latter figure
comprised 40 percent churched and 29 percent unchurched believers.

2. According to the U.S. State Department’s International Religious Freedom Report
(2003), in 1991 Ukraine had 13,019 registered religious communities. For January 2003, the
Religious Information Service of Ukraine reported a total of 27,579. By January 2006, this
number had increased to 30,507 religious organizations (including 29,262 registered com-
munities) (IRFR 2006).

3. The Ukrainian Sociology Service reported in November 2003 that of believers, the UOC
MP counted 37.8 percent, and the UOC KP 28.7 percent. In April 2004 the Razumkov Center
estimated the three main churches’ proportion of the population as UOC MP 10.7 percent, UOC
KP 14.8 percent, and UAOC 1.0 percent, for a total of 26.5 percent Orthodox. Note that this
survey disputes the common notion that the UOC MP is the most numerous.

4. This distinction is of dubious value, but is noted here simply because it continues to be
used in the sources.

5. In a 2004 survey the Razumkov Center found that “Protestants” numbered 0.9 percent
of respondents, which would mean a total of 423,000 in Ukraine. Chornomorets estimates
“Protestants” at 2.4 percent of the population for a total of 1,125,000; he notes, however, that
they are more active than the Orthodox (Chornomorets’ 11).

6. Entered into force on March 23, 1976, ratified by the Ukrainian SSR on November 12,
1973.

7. The subjection of the freedom to manifest one’s religion or beliefs to limitations necessary
to protect public morals raises something of a conundrum. How can the protection of public
morals limit religious expression, if the morals themselves are of religious origin? If, on the
other hand, morals are not of religious origin, then what is their nature and content?

8. Opened for signature by the Council of Europe on November 4, 1950, entered into force
on September 3, 1953, and entered into force for Ukraine on September 11, 1997.

9. During the presidential elections of 2004, the press reported widely on alleged partisan
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political activity by bishops and clergy of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church (Moscow Patriarch-
ate) favoring Viktor Yanukovych.

10. Article 16 sets out the “Documents to be Submitted for Registration of Religious Orga-
nizations and Missions of International and Foreign Religious and Inter-Religious Associations
and Centers.” The Ministry of Justice and its local departments carry out registration (art. 16, sec.
1). Aminimum of three registrants is required to register an organization. To register a religious
society, one must submit an application to the raion or (for Kyiv and Sevastopol) the district
Ministry of Justice office (sec. 2). To register a local religious association, one must submit an
application to the Chief Department of the Ministry of Justice (in the Crimean Autonomous
Republic), to the oblast department, or to the Kyiv or Sevastopol city Department of Justice
(sec. 3). To register an all-Ukrainian religious association, one must submit an application to
the Ministry of Justice (sec. 4). Article 17 covers the “Procedure and Timelines for State Reg-
istration of Religious Organizations and Missions of International and Foreign Religious and
Inter-Religious Associations and Centers.”

11. For adiscussion of religious liberty, church privilege or “recognition,” and discrimination
in a comparative context including postauthoritarian, postsocialist, and post-Soviet societies,
see Anderson (2003).

12. Russia’s Orthodox Church is estimated at 75 million. Ukraine’s would come to perhaps
16 million, that is, slightly larger than Romania’s.
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Missionaries and Pluralism

How the Law Changed the
Religious Landscape in Ukraine

Catherine Wanner

Soviet Ukraine was called the “Bible Belt” of the Soviet Union, home to one of the
largest Baptist communities in the world and to significant numbers of Pentecostal
communities as well. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, these communities
benefited from relatively tolerant legislation toward nontraditional religious com-
munities and from significant investment from Western missionary organizations.
As a result, conversion to evangelical faiths has risen sharply. The appeal of these
religious communities can be partly explained by their ability to create local ties of
belonging at the same time that they make a place for individual congregations in
global religious communities.

Many scholars, including myself, studying political and cultural change in the final
years of Soviet rule focused on the rise of nationalism and the practices of national-
izing states.! Yet, many failed to note that from the start a commitment to religious
pluralism was incorporated into the very idea of the post-Soviet Ukrainian nation.
This commitment was written into Ukrainian law at a minimum to accommodate the
cohabitation of the various Orthodox churches and the Ukrainian Greek-rite Catholic
Church, all of which claim to be indigenous national institutions and, combined, claim
the allegiance of about 92 percent of the population.?

The new state also granted a variety of rights and privileges to minority religious
communities. Protestants are the largest group and constitute 2 percent of the popula-
tion. Jews, Roman Catholics, and Muslim Crimean Tatars, each of whom constitute
about 1 percent of the population, also benefited from this legislation.® Yet, the pres-
ence of all of these minority communities is far greater than such official membership
statistics would suggest. Their highly active members give these communities great
visibility socially and significant influence politically. Protestant communities, in
particular, sponsor a wide variety of congregational activities, charitable initiatives,
and outreach programs that often attract attention beyond their own communities.*

The historic religious pluralism in Ukraine, combined with an openness to foreign

89
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religious organizations after the fall of the Soviet Union, became part of the bedrock
of the new post-Soviet Ukrainian social order. This created an entirely different role
for religion and religious communities as they evolved in Ukraine after 1991. The
flourishing of religious communities has led to the creation of new social institutions
(schools, charitable organizations, and the like) that have begun to reshape cultural
values and political attitudes. These developments in the Ukrainian religious landscape
distinguish Ukraine from other formerly socialist countries, and especially from its
Orthodox neighbors, Russia and Belarus. If we understand nation-building as processes
of differentiation, then religion, and even non-traditional religious communities, must
be seen as catalysts creating some of the significant changes that are emerging in the
social, cultural and political domains differentiating Ukraine from Russia and from
other regions of the former Soviet Union.

Religion also distinguishes Ukraine from many northern European states that have
institutionalized a privileged relationship between a particular church or churches
and the state. Other European states have historically been aligned with a particular
faith tradition, usually Catholicism, and this has yielded a similar, albeit nonofficial,
“state—church” effect. The same cannot be said of Ukraine. It is also important to note
that compared with many European societies, the levels of religious practice and belief
are higher in Ukraine, even though no single religious institution currently enjoys a
privileged relationship with the state.5 Rather, the combination of religiosity among the
population and the institutionalization of religious pluralism liken Ukraine at this time
far more to a North American model of church—state relations than to a European one
(see Casanova 1996; Davie 2000). This could, of course, change but there is nothing
to suggest that the legal and legislative measures taken to date to promote freedom of
conscience and religious pluralism in Ukraine will be rescinded.

Protestant religious groups, and specifically charismatic, evangelical ones, have
been key beneficiaries of this legal and bureaucratic openness to foreign religious
organizations. In this chapter | offer an analysis as to what the implications are for
identity, community membership, and cultural change more generally when individu-
als turn away from historically Ukrainian national denominations and join faith-based
communities perceived as nontraditional and “foreign.” | argue that the relaxation of
legal and bureaucratic restrictions on religious communities has allowed evangeli-
cal religious communities in Ukraine to prosper. These communities are introducing
fundamentally new attributes of individual identity that challenge the symbiotic link
among religion—nation—state as an organic unity. In its place they offer a religiously
based sense of identity as a morally empowering choice that is primarily operative on
local and global levels, and only secondarily on a national level.

The Religious Renaissance of the 1990s
Whether one speaks of the Revolution of 1905, the Revolution of 1917, or the collapse

of the Soviet Union in 1991, each of these periods of political reform, widespread
social change, and extensive moral questioning also led to the repositioning of the
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Orthodox Church. Each period ushered in extensive legal reform that benefited mi-
nority religious communities. Given the historic partnership of the Orthodox Church
and the state in this part of the world, these social and political crises powerfully
affected Orthodox communities and were to some degree predicated on alienation
from established religious authorities. In each instance, demands for political reform
dovetailed into extensive legal reform concerning the status of minority religious
organizations. Legal reform and the search for alternative moral communities led to
a proliferation of new religious communities as often as it led to disillusionment with
organized religion and the spread of secular worldviews.®

At these key historic junctures of political change, some individuals cast aside
their religious heritage and chose to identify with another faith that carried different
political and national implications. Those who converted to evangelicalism chose to
construct identities, philosophies of life, and worldviews as self-conscious believers
in a Western religious tradition. Like everyone else in the greater society, they were
obliged to adapt to changing social and political realities but they chose to do so as
members of religious communities that were often branded as “foreign.”

There are many reasons why a multitude of Protestant groups were drawn to Ukraine
beyond its favorable legal climate to proselytize during the religious renaissance that
flourished after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Soviet Ukraine was called the “Bible
Belt” of the former Soviet Union because more Protestants lived in Ukraine than in
any other republic. Some called themselves “Baptists” and others preferred the desig-
nation “Evangelical Christians,” but all traced their origins to the eighteenth century
when Catherine 1l invited Germans to settle the rich agricultural lands of the Russian
Empire. In addition, approximately 350,000 officially registered Pentecostals, or half
of the total in the Soviet Union, resided in Soviet Ukraine. Baptist and Pentecostal
communities in Soviet Ukraine espoused a literalistic reading of an inerrant Bible, a
general suspicion of worldliness that resulted in strict codes of personal morality, and
a belief in the imminent return of Jesus Christ. These communities provided a base
from which evangelicalism could grow and spread once political conditions changed
beginning in the late 1980s after the millennium commemoration of Christianity in
Kyivan Rus’. More recently, Charismatic and neo-Pentecostal churches have enjoyed
considerable growth in Ukraine. These churches offer a charismatic means of expres-
sive, even ecstatic worship to the observance of Pentecostal doctrine and a relaxation
of ascetic prescriptions for individual behavior. The current mayor of Kyiv speaks
openly of his Pentecostal conversion and affiliation. Charismatic Pentecostal com-
munities in Ukraine, as in all other parts of the world, constitute the fastest growing
sector of Christianity.

To illustrate the religious renaissance that began as the Soviet Union collapsed,
consider the fact that by 1990 there were approximately 4,500 registered religious
communities in Ukraine. A decade later there were nearly 20,000, one-quarter of
which were Protestant (Johnstone and Mandryk 2001, 644—-45). Religious growth
has remained steady with over 1,000 religious communities registering annually in
Ukraine.” But growth has favored the Protestants. By 2000 the number of Protestant



92 CATHERINE WANNER

churches nearly equaled that of Orthodox churches in the southeast of the country
(Mitrokin 2001). By 2005, the total number of Protestant communities registered
nationally in Ukraine rivaled that of the combined number of Orthodox communi-
ties (Marone 2005, 24). Global evangelical organizations envision making Ukraine
a center of evangelical seminary training and publishing that will serve Protestants
throughout the former Soviet Union. These staggering changes have largely taken
root thanks to sweeping political and legal change that has allowed Western mission-
ary organizations to offer extensive assistance to nascent evangelical communities in
Ukraine to help them grow.

Religiosity in Ukraine

Orthodoxy, in Ukraine and elsewhere in Eastern Europe, is widely considered the
foundation of national traditions, aesthetic forms, and other elements of a unique
sociocultural matrix. There are many factors that distinguish Ukraine’s religious tra-
ditions from its neighboring countries: the origins of Orthodoxy in Kyivan Rus’; the
cohabitation of Orthodox and Greek-Catholic religious traditions, both of which are
considered national institutions; and Ukraine’s geopolitical location as a “borderland”
among empires, which over time strengthened the multiethnic and multiconfessional
aspects of the Ukrainian population. Perhaps most important of all, religious practice
and the number of religious institutions have historically been higher in Ukraine than
they have been in Russia (Tataryn 2001; Wanner 2004, 736).

Yet, it is important to note that sustained policies during the Soviet era to promote
secularization have left their mark. As in other regions of Orthodox Eastern Europe,
although the overwhelming majority of Ukrainians might declare themselves “Or-
thodox,” the nature of their commitment is often more cultural than it is religious.
In other words, their embrace of Orthodoxy reflects the vital and long-standing role
they recognize Orthodoxy to have played in the development of Ukrainian culture
and nationhood, whereas commitments to practicing Orthodoxy as a religion are
often nominal. In this respect, Ukraine broadly resembles the dominant pattern of
attitudes toward state churches found in Europe. In Europe religious institutions are
acknowledged to have played a pivotal role in defining a nation’s historical heritage,
although their ability to shape cultural values today is limited and largely overshad-
owed by secular influences.

The three Orthodox churches in Ukraine, the Ukrainian Orthodox Church Kyiv-
Patriarchate, the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church, and the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church-Moscow Patriarchate, all claim to represent the Ukrainian people
and each one offers a different political vision based on the links it provides, either
to Ukraine, to Ukraine and the Ukrainian diaspora, or to Russia, respectively. When
a single church cannot dominate and influence political policy, de facto there are
greater freedoms for other faiths to exist and for individuals to worship as they
choose.® A new space is opened up for nontraditional faiths and new religious move-
ments to establish roots in Ukraine. The history of active religious participation and
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confessional diversity in Ukraine has created a political and cultural climate that is
more favorable to a variety of denominations, compared to most European countries
and especially compared to Russia and Belarus. The lifting of most prohibitions on
forms of assistance (financial, material, technical, and so on) that foreign religious
organizations are allowed to offer coreligionists and others in Ukraine has greatly
strengthened the presence of nontraditional religious communities. The result is that
Ukraine has become one of the most active and competitive religious marketplaces
in Europe, if not in the world.®

Recent surveys note that religious institutions are the most trusted institutions in
Ukraine, with almost half, or 47 percent, of all respondents claiming they trust the
church and 45 percent claiming that religion should be part of political life.'° Forty-
one percent of Ukrainians maintain that their president must be a religious person
(Krindatch 2003, 37). Religion has returned to play a key part in the political projects
of protesting or perpetuating new forms of inequality and challenging or establishing
legitimacy for the emerging economic order in moral terms.

A clear indicator of the depth of religious sentiment in a particular region, accord-
ing to missionary organizations, is the number of communities needed to support a
single full-time missionary. This reveals how robust local communities are and how
committed their membership is to evangelization. In the case of Ukraine, in spite of
a less than enviable economic situation, it takes 6.4 communities to support a single
missionary. This contrasts sharply to levels of support in evidence in surrounding
countries: 16.9 for Russia; 92 for Belarus; 24.5 for Hungary; 57.4 for Slovakia; and
62.6 for Romania. Only Poland, which requires 9.7 communities to support a mis-
sionary, at all approximates the level of commitment to outreach that is exhibited by
Ukrainians (Johnstone and Mandryk 2001, 750). Although the population of Ukraine
is three times less than that of Russia, as of 2001 there were 914 Ukrainian evangeli-
cal missionaries, mostly serving in Russia, versus only 396 from Russia (ibid.). The
goal of missionizing, of course, is to prompt individuals to convert.

Conversion to Evangelicalism

Conversion is a complex process culminating in religious change that gives life new
meaning by changing the way an individual perceives reality and offering new intel-
lectual and social tools to respond.* Conversion is frequently a response to crisis,
a coping strategy that enables an individual to overcome difficulties by reordering a
relationship to higher, more powerful forces, and by creating relationships within
a new community. Conversion can be a swift means to redefine concepts of self and
other through cultural appropriation of new values and practices. This new collective
identity and group membership are marked by subsequent behavior modifications as
public manifestations of inner spiritual change.

By becoming an evangelical in post-Soviet Ukrainian society, one redefines fun-
damental cultural categories, such as familiar and foreign, space and time, power and
agency, and gender and class. One rewrites autobiography into pre- and postconver-
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sion periods, giving in to the frequent temptations to see signs retrospectively of the
impending conversion in one’s deep past and thereby affirming the righteousness of
the Christian life one has adopted. | have argued elsewhere that evangelical faiths
derive a good bit of their appeal from propagating the possibility of making a break
with the past in order to engage in moral renewal (Wanner 2003). Just as the Ukrai-
nian nation was “born again” in 1991, conversion offers the believer an experience
of rupture and renewal, holding out the promise of a new beginning in the short term
and salvation in the long term.

One of the sources of confessional conflict in Ukraine today is that the Orthodox
churches consider Orthodoxy a fundamental component of Ukrainian nationality;
that is to say, a Ukrainian is by definition Orthodox. A significant exception is made
for Ukrainian Greek-rite Catholics, who for historic reasons belong to a different
albeit related national denomination. Because an Orthodox identity is geographically
defined and automatically inherited, in the eyes of Orthodox clergy, there is no need
for foreign missionaries. All Ukrainians have a religious identity, whether or not they
choose to act on it.

This understanding of religiosity is dramatically different from the “born again”
conscious experience of adult conversion upon which an evangelical identity is predi-
cated. For evangelicals, anyone who has not been “saved” through repentance and
conversion inspires proselytizing. Evangelicals actualize their faith by acting on the
moral obligation to save the unsaved, to help church the unchurched. Conversion to
any of the evangelical faiths constitutes a lifestyle change, with belief and behavior,
family and community, ideally merging into one.

Evangelical communal life is characterized by a doctrine of “priesthood of the
believer” and features extensive lay participation. For men and women alike congre-
gational life often offers possibilities for assuming positions of responsibility, status,
and prestige, which may or may not elude them in the secular world. The family is
understood to be the core of a believer’s life and the dynamics of family life are su-
perimposed on the congregational, national, and global levels. The family metaphor
is reinforced by discursive practices. Believers use special greetings to address other
believers and refer to each other as “brothers and sisters,” drawing on the assumption
that fellow believers have similar levels of conviction and this binds them together in
a family-like community. A commitment to strengthen family life is manifest in their
condemnation of abortion, divorce and birth control.

When an individual converts to evangelicalism and departs from hereditary and
national understandings of an Orthodox identity, however he or she understands and
practices them, conflicts almost always arise between the convert and kin and neigh-
bors. Dispensing with common cultural practices, such as drinking, smoking, and
dancing, alienates the convert from his/her kin. These factors contributed, especially
during the Soviet period, to widespread perceptions that evangelical communities were
“sects,” in some way outside mainstream life. This perception was further enhanced
by the faith-as-lifestyle orientation of evangelical doctrine and the extensive commit-
ments to communal life official members are obliged to make, such as attending several



MISSIONARIES AND PLURALISM 95

services every week, participating in the numerous activities the church sponsors, and
tithing 10 percent of their income. The decision to become a practicing evangelical
triggers a fundamental shift in perceptions of identity and prompts a reformulation
of daily practices and social networks. For many converts, evangelicalism begins to
overshadow, but not necessarily reject, the importance previously invested in other
factors informing identity, such as profession or nationality.

National or Foreign Faith?

The role of religious organizations in fostering Russification, Ukrainization and, most
significant of all, globalization is complex and multidirectional, which makes the
popular perception in Ukraine of a choice between a national or foreign faith mislead-
ing. All religious communities are forced to negotiate the local or national contexts in
which they situate themselves as well as to offer links to individuals, communities, and
institutions beyond Ukrainian borders. The national Ukrainian churches have links to
institutions and hierarchies located abroad, be it the Vatican, the Moscow Patriarchate,
or diaspora communities. Although the choice to convert to an evangelical faith opens
up access to new zones of contact, many of the imported doctrines and practices are
rapidly adapted to local cultural mores and quickly take on a Ukrainian cast. Visiting
foreign preachers, missionaries, and dignitaries simultaneously underline the global
dimensions of religion today and serve to locate Ukraine within it. The isolation brought
on by the Iron Curtain and a secular Soviet public sphere is rapidly replaced by the
interconnections that international agencies, transnational religious communities, and
mobile individual believers offer new converts.

Initially, evangelical missionary organizations sent clergy and lay leaders to Ukraine
to assist in garnering converts and providing leadership for emerging communities.
They also gave financial assistance at a critical moment to establish the necessary in-
frastructure to maintain the growth of these communities once they were established.
Of course, the process of creating evangelical infrastructure reveals sharp power dif-
ferentials that are fueled by money from the West coming to cash-strapped believers
and communities in Ukraine. Therefore, the interconnectedness that this collaboration
creates occurs against a background of stark inequality. Nonetheless, | do not wish to
suggest that this renders Ukrainians powerless or passive.

Most international missionary agencies seek to establish a local presence that is
staffed by local leaders as quickly as possible. Assistance is largely infrastructural in
nature, driven by the goal of establishing and rapidly localizing and nationalizing the
institutions created, to overcome the very cultural barriers that often impede conversion
when proselytizing is done by foreigners.'2 After centuries of colonial collaboration,
missionary organizations, in word and often in practice, have come to recognize the
importance of linguistic and cultural competence for effective missionizing. Therefore,
they prioritize the development of local leadership to lead churches, seminaries, and
Bible institutes, and local missionaries to evangelize other locals. Indeed, the total
number of visitors coming to Ukraine “for religious purposes” has been in decline
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since 2005, with more of the work now shouldered by Ukrainians missionizing other
Ukrainians.®

However, the interconnectedness to the West and to global Christian communities
that foreign missionary assistance offers Ukraine, simultaneously serves to tie Ukraine
to the former Soviet Union. Within the “near abroad,” other power differentials are
operative that are conducive to making Ukraine a base for theological training for
the entire former Soviet bloc. Nearly all Ukrainians have at least passive, if not total,
fluency in Russian. With a population that possesses imperial “cultural capital,” and
yet is not identified as imperial, Ukraine is an ideal location to train missionaries and
clergy destined to serve in other parts of the former Soviet Union. There are now
three evangelical seminaries in Kyiv alone, a Christian university in Donetsk, and a
significant evangelical theological center in Odesa, which is also home to the largest
Christian publishing house in Ukraine and the sponsor of a major initiative to chronicle
on CD-ROM archival documents of the evangelical experience under Soviet rule.
Each of these predominantly Russian-speaking institutions relies to some degree on
foreigners to staff them but is nonetheless led by Ukrainians. Although other post-
Soviet states might block foreign religious organizations from establishing a base
within their borders, students simply come from all over the former Soviet Union to
study in Ukraine. Thus, as evangelical initiatives tie Ukraine into a global community
of believers, those same initiatives also reinforce Ukraine’s ties to other regions of
the former Soviet Union.

Nevertheless, evangelical respect for and submission to authority goes beyond
the divine realm to include secular state authorities. Their promotion of allegiance to
the Ukrainian state, and patriotism more generally, is actively advocated on the local
congregational level.* It is the legal system of the Ukrainian state, after all, that al-
lows new religious communities to function with considerably more ease in Ukraine
than in many other states of the former Soviet Union. Great efforts are made to adapt
texts, programs, hymns, and sermons to local linguistic preferences. Missionary
organizations have learned that linguistic accommodation facilitates conversion and
they make every effort to cater to local linguistic preferences. So, although Eurasian
outreach efforts serve to reinforce a continued preference for Russian over Ukrainian,
the same cannot be said of the congregational level. Congregations, like many other
arenas of public dialogue in Ukraine, promote nonreciprocal bilingualism, meaning
each person speaks the language s/he prefers with no obligation to accommodate
another’s preference. This practice facilitates extensive cross-regional missionizing
and visiting within Ukraine.

During Baptist and Pentecostal services, time is allotted for visitors from other
congregations or those who have traveled to other congregations to individually
stand and offer greetings, each expressing them in the language they prefer. Given
the thousands of American missionaries who travel to Ukraine every year, as well
as missionaries from Canada, Germany, and the Netherlands, many visitors speak
English. Missionizing and issues of language choice underline the greater commu-
nity to which evangelical believers are enjoined at the same time that believers in
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comparatively small and isolated communities are exposed to practices and values
embraced elsewhere.

The debates over whether evangelical religious communities foster Russification
miss the point that these communities are first and foremost globalizing agents. They are
prominent domains, not only where frequent face-to-face contact among local members
occurs but also where disparate people and places encounter one another. Occurrences
abroad or in other regions among coreligionists are increasingly experienced at the lo-
cal level. Anthony Giddens refers to this overall phenomenon of bringing people from
disparate places together as the creation of “distanciated relations.” He claims that
this is a unique and relatively recent dynamic of social life and a key characteristic of
globalization. Giddens understands the reorganization of time and space as largely hing-
ing on the stretching of social life to span great distances. He writes, “larger and larger
numbers of people live in circumstances in which disembedded institutions, linking
local practices with globalized social relations, organize major aspects of day-to-day
life” (Giddens 1990, 79). Religious communities are laden with social relations that span
great distances and provide a forum where the local and global interlock in powerful
ways to shape the consciousness and identities of individual believers. Therefore, above
all, evangelical communities are globalizing agents, bringing Ukrainian communities
into contact with coreligionists in Europe, the U.S. and elsewhere and this dynamic also
contributes to their growth.

Conclusion

The religious pluralism that has recently been institutionalized in Ukraine has led to
a flourishing of religious activity. Religious communities offer competing visions
of a desired moral order and a variety of transnational connections. They play a key
role in articulating the type of commitments one should have to others and what the
reciprocal obligations and expectations should be between a state and its citizenry. As
the symbolic boundaries between religion, politics, and morality fluctuate, religion
holds sway over believers—and politicians—in that it offers a repertoire of values and
practices from which to foster collective action to realize a political worldview.
Sharp economic differences remain not only within formerly socialist societies but
also between the European societies that experienced socialism and those that did not.
Yet those differences remain largely misunderstood and are readily used to further
structure the inequality between the “new” and “old” Europe. Evangelicalism provides
a means by which believers can detach themselves from nations mired in economic
distress and political turmoil and enter larger, supranational religious communities.*®
In an era of globalizing cultural forms and increased flow of ideas and knowledge, the
salience of residence in a fixed territory as an attribute of identity is eroding just as
the connection between a culture as rooted in a particular place is fading. Evangelical
knowledge is tied to doctrine. It is independent of a particular place or specific insti-
tution and as a result can be easily introduced and adapted to new contexts and new
cultural environments. This basic dynamic holds whether one speaks of a religious
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organization from Germany sending missionaries to Ukraine or a Ukrainian church
sending missionaries to Germany.

The changes in the political power of organized religion, which took root before the
collapse of the Soviet regime, challenge our previous assumptions about the nature of
secularization in the former Soviet Union and our understandings of the ideological
battles that were fought there. The brutally imposed secularism in the former Soviet
Union has proved incomparably less tenacious than the gradual, voluntary secularism
that has evolved in Western Europe. Soviet secularist policies attacked and inhibited
overt religious practice in Ukraine and elsewhere. Often, however, these policies were
unable to dislodge religious beliefs and religious sensibilities. In Europe, however,
a steady proliferation of secular bases of knowledge prompted belief in metaphysi-
cal explanations to fade first, which led to gradually diminishing levels of religious
practice. Today in many European countries religious practice is limited to rituals to
mark life-changing rites of passage, such as marriage, death and baptism. In Ukraine,
however, religion remains vibrant and is unlikely to recede as a force shaping the
dynamics operative in this transformative period and as a factor influencing identity
politics. Rather, it will continue to operate at multiple levels, forging intersections
between the local and transnational and the political and cultural. Since the collapse
of the Soviet Union, religious institutions, and evangelical communities in particular,
have proved themselves to be among the most adept at shaping individual and group
identities in Ukraine by creating highly localized and eminently global communities
where individuals can nonetheless feel a sense of belonging. These communities
create unique motivations for transformation, personal as well as political, and foster
allegiances to those who promise to actualize their aspirations for change.

Notes

I would like to thank the two editors of this volume for their comments on an earlier draft. As
always, | wish to thank Svitlana Schlipchenko, Valentyna Pavlenko, and Olha Filippova. This
chapter is taken from a larger study | have conducted that analyzes the appeal of evangelicalism
in post-Soviet Ukraine. See Catherine Wanner (2007) for a more in-depth look at Soviet-era
evangelical communities and how they have evolved since the collapse of the Soviet Union.

1. See Arel (2002), Wanner (1998), and Wilson (2000).

2. For acomplete statistical profile of religious affiliation in Ukraine, see www.state.gov/g/
drl/rls/irf/2006/71415.htm (accessed October 23, 2007).

3. Ibid.

4. For an analysis of some of the more public and overtly political initiatives sponsored by
new evangelical churches in Ukraine, see Catherine Wanner (2007, esp. chapter 6).

5. This chapter was written prior to President Yushchenko’s public meetings with Patriarch
Bartholomew | of Constantinople to secure the unification and canonical recognition of Ukraine’s
Orthodox churches into a national church independent of the Moscow Patriarchate. Even if a
single Orthodox church emerges, this does not mean that religious pluralism in Ukraine will be
curtailed. It takes legislated restrictions on selected religious institutions, the likes of which are
demonstrated in the Russian 1997 law “On Freedom of Conscience and Religious Organiza-
tions,” to make discrimination legally permissible to thwart pluralism.

6. For studies of how earlier periods of sweeping political change affected Protestant com-
munities in Ukraine, see Coleman (2005), Zhuk (2004), and Savinskii (2001). The following
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studies consider how the power and appeal of Orthodoxy were curtailed after the Revolution:
Husband (2000) and Peris (1998).

7. See www.uaorthodox.org/news.php?pid=965 (accessed October 23, 2007).

8. For an analysis of the political ramifications the divergent statuses the Orthodox Churches
have come to assume in Ukraine and Russia, see Tataryn (2001).

9. José Casanova (1998, 215) speculates that the religious landscape in Ukraine will
become highly pluralistic and this pluralism will generate competition among denominations
for adherents, which will yield active communities, and ultimately high levels of religious
participation across the country.

10. Both surveys were posted by the Religious Information Service of Ukraine at www.risu.org.
ua on March 31, 2004 and can also be found at wwwv.socis.kiev.ua (accessed October 23, 2007).

11. One of the best studies of conversion is Understanding Religious Conversion, by
Lewis Rambo.

12. This strategy proved tremendously successful in Latin America. Initially, North Ameri-
cans missionized there with little success. After World War 11, proselytizing shifted to locals’
evangelizing of other locals. Especially in Guatemala and Brazil, the result of this shift has
been dramatic. Throughout the region, but in these two countries in particular, evangelicals are
mounting a formidable challenge to the historic dominance of Catholicism.

13. See www.risu.org.ua/eng/news/2006/april;2/ (accessed October 23, 2007).

14. For a discussion of the myriad ways this respect for authority translates into support for
Ukrainian statehood, see Wanner (2007, esp. chapter 5).

15. Gediminas Lankauskas (2002) argues that in Lithuania, in spite of widespread nationalist
sentiment, grounded in part in Catholicism, many young people are choosing evangelicalism,
a faith that promotes values and practices seen as “modern” and “nontraditional.”
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The Future of Ukraine if Values
Determine the Course

What Opinion Polls Disclose About Public Attitudes
on Political and Economic Issues

Elehie Natalie Skoczylas

Since independence in 1991, events in Ukraine have been at times the subject of in-
tense scrutiny, analysis, and interpretation, with a wide range of predictions offered
about the country’s future course. Discussions on Ukraine’s future frequently present
either/or scenarios—a market-driven or a centrally controlled economy, a presidential
or a parliamentary system, a European or a Russian foreign policy orientation. Some
discussions include references to the extent of public support for a policy and question
public readiness to accept change. This article focuses on public perceptions—what
attributes of a society the public in Ukraine considers as essential, which economic
system is preferred, and how important it is for the public to participate in the country’s
decision-making process. An analysis of these values and attitudes may shed light on
what the public hopes for in terms of Ukraine’s future political and economic system
and social structure.

In 1991, Ukraine’s emergence as a sovereign state was a sudden and nonviolent
occurrence, notwithstanding the many years, if not centuries, of striving for inde-
pendence and the many individuals who dedicated their lives to Ukraine’s right to
self-determination. On August 24, 1991, the legislative branch proclaimed Ukraine
an independent and sovereign state and on December 1, 1991, the public affirmed the
legislative resolution in a national referendum. After the referendum, the existence of
the Soviet Union was a moot question and international recognition of Ukraine fol-
lowed almost immediately. Ukraine was accepted as a state in transformation, moving
from authoritarian rule and a totalitarian system to a liberal democracy, modeled on
the countries of Western Europe. The initial months of transition were auspicious—
government officials retained their positions nationally and locally, diplomatic relations
were established, and those with access to wealth assumed control over economic
enterprises. The relatively smooth transference of power did not bode well for the
country’s transformation process—those in positions of power under the Soviet sys-
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tem were now managing the political and economic changes that required Ukraine to
establish “a political system which supplies regular constitutional opportunities for
changing governing officials, and a social mechanism which permits the largest pos-
sible part of the population to influence major decisions by choosing among contend-
ers for political office” (Lipset 27). In addition to free, fair, and regularly scheduled
elections and orderly changes of power, this definition implies an economic system
that secures and sustains democratic practices and a body of beliefs that is embraced
by the elite and the public, a broad acceptance of values that underpin a democratic
society (ibid., 31-63, 469-476).

This chapter seeks to define the prevailing sociopolitical and economic values
in Ukraine on issues that traditionally are seen as attributes characteristic of liberal
democracies. The approach is empirical, to look from the perspective of the public
and to identify the constancy and the shifts in public attitudes toward human rights,
economic system, and participatory democracy. The value of an empirical approach is
that it allows us to present an objective portrayal of attitudes, to speak with the voice
of the population that has been surveyed, or to talk about the perceptions of a group
from which focus group participants have been selected. This, of course, assumes that
the surveys and the focus groups adhered to methodological requirements, statistical
and social science principles of opinion and communications research.

The Research Environment in Ukraine

There are no environmental impediments to conducting opinion research in Ukraine:
in Kyiv and in most major cities there are firms and institutes doing opinion, com-
munications, and market research; and the public has willingly participated in studies,
responding to a wide range of questions on political, economic, and social issues.
Results from opinion surveys frequently are reported and discussed in Ukraine’s
domestic media and cited in political discussions. For example: in 1991, in the week
preceding the vote on Ukraine’s independence, deputies in the Rada, Ukraine’s parlia-
mentary body, received results of opinion surveys documenting broad public support
for an independent and sovereign Ukraine; in 1993, when the government debated
the removal of nuclear weapons, survey findings were disseminated showing that
the public favored a nonnuclear status for Ukraine; and in 1996, while the Rada was
deliberating on a new constitution, media reports mentioned broad public support for
the adoption of a new constitution.

The introduction of exit polling in Ukraine in 1998 is illustrative of the ease with
which innovative approaches have been accepted as an integral part of the country’s
political process. Polling has been a part of Ukraine’s civic culture since independence,
but an exit poll was a new experience for voters, elected officials, and interviewers.
The conduct of an exit poll in Ukraine was first discussed in May 1997, in Washington,
D.C., and on election day, March 29, 1998, 400 professional interviewers conducted
interviews with a nationally representative sample of 10,000 voters as they were leav-
ing the polling station; the responses were reported via telephone to Kyiv, where data
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were tabulated, press releases prepared, and estimates of election results broadcast on
the first election night show on Studio 1+1. The first exit poll was an administrative
challenge with many unknowns—officials could stop the interviewing, voters could
refuse to respond, and there could be technical problems in the delivery of data to
Kyiv. The conduct of the exit poll was also a high risk for the Ukrainian organizations
participating in the project—the Democratic Initiatives Foundation, the Ukrainian
Media Club, the opinion research firm SOCIS, and the television station Studio 1+1.
Interviews for the 1998 exit poll were completed without incident, data were received
in Kyiv on election day, and poll estimates accurately predicted the election outcome.
The second exit poll, done for the first round of the 1999 presidential election, also
was completed without disturbance and accurately predicted the election results. Since
then, exit polls have been a part of Ukraine’s election process. Two factors contributed
to the acceptance of exit polls—the accuracy of predicting an election and the use of
exit poll data by politicians and journalists when discussing election results.!

The following sections examine public attitudes toward human rights and personal
freedoms, privatization measures, elections, and a multiparty system. The selection
of issues was dictated by the availability of empirical data, by the issues examined in
surveys, exit polls, and focus group discussions. The data sources are surveys and focus
group discussions fielded in Ukraine, some as early as January 1992. The surveys and
the exit polls provide, with calculable degrees of certainty, quantified measurements
of perceptions of the surveyed population; focus groups yield qualitative information
indicative of views held by groups from which participants were selected. Each of the
surveys, exit polls, and focus groups cited in this article adhered to methodological
standards of social science research and, therefore, the data represent empirical evi-
dence on attitudes and behavior.? In discussing attitudes and values, the text replicates
words used in survey questions and the comments made by focus group participants;
inferences drawn from the empirical data are introduced as suppositions. An analysis
of survey data and of focus group records from different years records fluctuations in
public perceptions, documenting the shifts in public acceptance of democratic values,
and providing empirical documentation on Ukraine’s political culture.

Human Rights and Freedoms

In Ukraine, the public has been steadfast in its commitment to personal rights and
freedoms, seeing these as essential attributes of a democratic society and important
for Ukraine. Since independence, vast majorities of the public, three-fourth or more,
have agreed that it is important for Ukraine to have: freedom of speech, the right of
individuals to publicly express opinions, including criticisms of the government, and
a media free to report on events without government censorship; religious freedom,
the right to practice in a church of one’s choice; minority rights, including the right of
ethnic groups to self-expression and to form political associations; the right to private
property (see the following section on “Economic Values”); and free and fair elec-
tions, regularly scheduled with candidates competing in an open environment (see the
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section on “Political Values” below). Large majorities of the public not only endorse
human rights and personal freedoms as important but also support legal guarantees
to protect these rights. For example, in 1996, during debates on the adoption of a new
constitution, a vast majority of the public agreed that there should be legal protection
for personal rights, such as the freedom of speech and religion, fair and free elections,
and ownership of private property. In a survey fielded in 2002, the public reaffirmed
their commitment to these rights.®

Although large majorities of the public have consistently upheld the importance of
the rights cited above, public support for the rights of minorities has been eroding: in
1996, during debates on the adoption of a new constitution, public support for minority
rights was 82 percent, but six years later, 2002, support declined to 72 percent.* The
declining support for minority rights probably reflects public discussions on ethnic is-
sues that periodically surface in Ukraine, at times due to tensions between Russia and
Ukraine, but more often due to debates on language use and regional demands to make
Russian an official language in Ukraine. A decline in public support for minority rights
may be indicative of an emerging intolerance, a questioning of pluralism and acceptance
of majority rule as an absolute. Thomas Jefferson very eloquently pleaded the necessity
of having limits on majority rule and of protecting minority rights, concluding that a
violation of “this sacred principle . . . would be oppression” (Jefferson 332).° Jefferson’s
concerns are as relevant today as they were in 1801, and his sacred principle may serve
as an excellent guide for politicians in all countries, including Ukraine.

The right to free association, to form civic and political groups without government
interference, has not been as highly valued as other personal rights, such as freedom
of speech and free and fair elections. Since independence, about half of the public has
said that it is important for individuals to have the right to form associations, civic
groups, unions, and political parties. This low level of support for free association
in part can be explained by a lack of experience with civic and nongovernmental
organizations. Individuals who are associated with a group, such as members of in-
dependent trade unions and community leaders, as would be expected, see the right
of free association as important for Ukraine’s development. What is troublesome is
that the number of nongovernmental and civic groups has grown notably in Ukraine
over the past decade, but there has been no corollary increase in public support for the
right to free association. This suggests that civic and nongovernmental organizations
have not made the public aware of their activities or have failed to communicate about
their contributions to Ukraine’s development.®

Economic Values—Private Property, Privatization, and
Pace of Reforms

In Ukraine, the public has been unwavering in its commitment to the right of citi-
zens to private property and has repeatedly expressed a preference for an economic
system driven by market forces, rejecting a centrally controlled, command economy.
However, support for privatization measures has eroded over the years, with most of
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the public preferring gradual reforms and supporting only the introduction of small
private businesses.

Since independence, the public has been committed to have private property as
a cornerstone of Ukraine’s economy. In 1996, during debates on the adoption of
Ukraine’s new constitution, there were heated debates whether the new constitution
should have a provision guaranteeing the right to private property. At that time, the
public was nearly unanimous in embracing this proposition (92 percent), eliciting the
broadest and the most intense endorsement of the eight personal rights measured in
a nationwide survey.’

In the initial months of independence, there were high expectations that a new
economic order based on private property and a market economy would bring benefits
to all. A month after the collapse of the Soviet Union, in January 1992, by a margin
of three to one, a definite majority agreed that “ordinary people will benefit from
the introduction of private property” (61 percent agreed and 18 percent disagreed).
This positive assessment quickly evaporated, probably reflecting the deteriorating
economic conditions. By late 1993, those who believed that privatization benefits
ordinary people had a slight edge (48 percent to 40 percent), but by 2000, opinion
was evenly split between those who said privatization does benefit ordinary people
and those who said it does not. Negative views of privatization measures have been
underscored in a 1994 survey that explored perceptions of the mafia and the Soviet
nomenclature—three-fourths of the public agreed that privatization benefits mostly
the mafia and former members of the Communist Party.®

Public support for privatization measures also has declined notably, paralleling
the increasingly more negative assessment of who benefits from privatization. In the
first few years of independence, large majorities favored privatization, but support
declined to about half in 1996. Views on the pace of economic reforms also shifted
dramatically, with a decline in support for fast-paced reforms. Only in the first year
of independence did the public maintain that privatization measures should proceed
as quickly as possible, while in the second year, opinion was evenly divided between
rapid-paced and gradual reforms. Since then, the preference has been for gradual
reform measures, and a third or fewer support fast-paced measures (in 2000, only 28
percent supported fast-paced reforms).°

In Ukraine, land is highly valued. Vast majorities (80 percent or more) have stead-
fastly maintained that citizens have the right to private ownership of land and have
consistently supported legal guarantees to protect this right. But public opinion is almost
evenly divided on the pace of privatizing farms: in a nationwide survey in 2000, as
many wanted the introduction of private farms to be as rapid as possible as those who
favored a slow and gradual approach (40 percent and 37 percent, respectively). How-
ever, definite majorities have consistently opposed privatization of land if a question
has a direct or an indirect reference to the government, such as—*“the state has begun
the process to sell collective farms” or “if there is a transference of collective farms
into private hands.” Data on land ownership and privatization underscore the quandary
that the public confronts when expressing their values on economic issues: the public
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wants to have the right to own land and favors privatization, but when reminded that
the government would be taking action, the public opposes privatization. Public opinion
is not inconsistent by supporting private ownership of land and opposing government
measures to privatize, for a question that presumes some sort of government involve-
ment, subsumes public distrust of and nonconfidence in the government.*

The public also has expressed reservations about treating land as a commodity.
Only in the first year of independence, a slim majority agreed with the proposition
that land should be bought and sold (57 percent agreed and 34 percent disagreed), but
since 1993, definite majorities (from 57 percent to 61 percent) have opposed treating
land as a commodity. Attitudes on land may reflect traditional values, such as that land
should be inherited and not traded on an open market, but the more probable reason
is concern that land would be subject to the same irregularities and illegalities that
have made other economic sectors the private possession of oligarchs. In focus group
discussions conducted in 1994, Ukrainian elites were unanimous that there was no
office at the national level capable of handling the privatization of land and no local
authorities that could oversee the process. These problems, though never measured
in opinion surveys, probably have been the reasons why the public, while favoring
private ownership of land, has not embraced land privatization measures and have
not supported treating land as a commodity.*

Public attitudes on economic issues need to be reviewed against the country’s
economic conditions—unrelenting economic problems, a pervasive sense of eco-
nomic insecurity and instability, and widespread corruption at all levels of economic
activity, with no evidence that authorities are curbing the illegal behavior. In view
of these conditions, it is remarkable that the public still embraces private property
as the cornerstone of the country’s economy, prefers a market-driven economy, and
favors gradual privatization measures. Without visible economic improvements and
an increase of public confidence in the government, public support for privatization
may erode even further, but it is highly unlikely that the public will abandon its
commitment to the right to private property, including the right to own land. Lack
of economic liberalization does not bode well for Ukraine’s future, not only for the
country’s economic development but also for its political structure, for an economic
system can limit if not derail political liberalization.

Political Values—Elections, Campaigns, and a Multiparty System

The Ukrainian public has very visibly demonstrated that the people want to be part
of the decision making process in their country and to participate in determining their
country’s fate, a commitment that has placed the public center stage internationally.
The first time in December 1991, when the public voted in a national referendum
and affirmed the Rada’s August 24 resolution that Ukraine is an independent and a
sovereign state. Notwithstanding the many factors that contributed to the demise of
the Soviet Union, it was the December referendum, a public vote, that dismantled
the Soviet Union and bloodlessly altered the political map of Europe and the con-
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figuration of the international community. The second time, thirteen years later, in
2004, the public in Ukraine again was center stage internationally, demanding a
fair election. The world watched the unfolding of the Orange Revolution, Decem-
ber 2004, which politically was a corollary to the French Revolution—the French
toppled the divine right of kings, and the Orange Revolution did the same to elected
politicians, sending an unequivocal message that voting decisions of an electorate
have to be honored and respected.

The public has highly valued the right to free and fair elections, recognizing
these as essential for a democratic society and important for Ukraine. Consistently,
at least three-fourths have said that it is necessary for Ukraine to have honest,
regularly scheduled elections, with candidates freely competing from across the
political spectrum. In the first years of independence, the public overall was criti-
cal of elections, with half or more doubting in the fairness of an election. The 1998
parliamentary election was given a much more positive assessment—a majority (57
percent) judged the election honest and only a fifth (17 percent) saw it as dishonest
and the results fraudulent.*?

The 2004 presidential election put to the test the public commitment to free and fair
elections. The intimidation of voters and the widespread violations in the first round
of the election, October 31, increased exponentially in the second round, November
21. The election results were clearly and unambiguously fraudulent and public outrage
at the violations began as a demonstration that became the Orange Revolution. The
British journalist Askold Krushelnycky, in Kyiv during the Orange Revolution, wrote
that “By some mysterious social alchemy, the rally gradually evolved into something
more powerful than a long-running protest. The mood changed from one of outrage
and indignation into a commitment to resist and overcome” (Krushelnycky 11-12).
Prior to the elections, political commentators saw 