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#1 
**Deadline Reminder: 28 June 2012** 
 
8th Annual Danyliw Research Seminar on Contemporary Ukraine 
Chair of Ukrainian Studies, University of Ottawa, 1-3 November 2012 
 
CALL FOR PAPER PROPOSALS 
 
The Chair of Ukrainian Studies, with the support of the Wolodymyr George Danyliw 
Foundation, will be holding its 8th Annual Danyliw Research Seminar on Contemporary 
Ukraine at the University of Ottawa on 1-3 November 2012. The Seminar will feature 
research papers, related to Ukraine, from a range of disciplines that could include 
political science, history, anthropology (ethnology), sociology, law, religious studies, 



demography, economics, geography, literature, cinema, folklore and other fields of social 
science and humanities.  
 
The Danyliw 2012 Seminar is inviting proposals touching on the study of the law in 
contemporary Ukraine or in the history of Ukraine. Topics of interest include the rule of 
law in independent Ukraine (particularly under Yushchenko and/or Yanukovych), the 
process of law-making, sociology and anthropology of the law, the higher Courts, the 
Procuracy, judicial reform, international assistance and/or NGO engagement in rule of 
law programs, corruption, law enforcement, penal institutions, human and civil rights, 
legal culture, international law, the Venice Commission, political trials, war crimes trials 
and related topics.  
 
Depending on the thematic compatibility of quality proposals, the Seminar will also 
feature a number of additional sections that could include one or several of the following 
themes (listed below alphabetically and not in an order of preference): 
 
•Education: curriculum and teaching, textbooks, sociology of education, economics of 
education, Europeanization, language, accessibility and relevant themes. 
 
•Foreign Policy: EU, Association Agreement, energy policy, NATO, Russia and the like. 
 
•Memory & History: the Famine (Holodomor), the Purges, the Holocaust, mass 
deportations and forced labor, insurgency and counter-insurgency, the Gulag and 
dissidence and other cases of mass violence. 
 
•Politics & Society: social movements, protests, gender, party and electoral politics, 
national identity and nationalism, informal economy and politics, regime transformation 
and/or consolidation, and so forth. 
 
•Religion: the sociology (or anthropology) of religious beliefs and practices, religion and 
civil society, religious policy in pre-Soviet, Soviet or post-Soviet Ukraine, churches as 
civil actors and germane topics. 
 
Scholars and doctoral students are invited to submit a 1000 word paper proposal and a 
250 word biographical statement, by email attachment, to Dominique Arel, Chair of 
Ukrainian Studies, at darel@uottawa.ca AND chairukr@gmail.com. Please also include 
your full coordinates (institutional affiliation, preferred postal address, email, phone) and 
indicate your latest publication (or, in the case of doctoral applicants, the year when you 
entered a doctoral program, the [provisional] title of your dissertation and year of 
expected completion).  
 
The proposal deadline is 28 June 2012. To be eligible, papers must not have been 
accepted for publication by the time of the Seminar. The Chair will cover the expenses of 
applicants whose proposal is accepted by the Seminar. The proposals will be reviewed by 
an international selection committee. Applicants will be notified in July. 
 



Those among accepted applicants whose profile is doctoral or post-doctoral (defined as 
up to six years after the completion of a PhD) will be eligible for the Danyliw Seminar 
Emerging Scholar Award, which comes with a monetary prize. Launched at the 2011 
Seminar, the first award was given to Serhiy Kudelia for his paper “The Impact of 
Collectivization on Insurgency Mobilization in Western Ukraine after World War II”. 
 
The aim of the Seminar is to provide a unique forum for researchers from Canada, 
Ukraine, the United States, Europe and elsewhere to engage in fruitful inter-disciplinary 
dialogue, disseminate cutting-edge research papers on the Chair web site, encourage 
publications in various outlets, and stimulate collaborative research projects. Information 
on past Annual Danyliw Research Seminars in Contemporary Ukrainian Studies can be 
accessed at www.ukrainianstudies.uottawa.ca. The Seminar adopts the format of a 
Workshop, where each presentation is followed by group discussion, and is open to the 
public. 
 
The Seminar is made possible by the commitment of the Wolodymyr George Danyliw 
Foundation to the pursuit of excellence in the study of contemporary Ukraine. 
 
#2 
Kule Doctoral Scholarships on Ukraine 
Chair of Ukrainian Studies, University of Ottawa 
Application Deadlines:  
1 December 2012 (International Students) 
1 February 2013 (Canadian Students) 
 
The Chair of Ukrainian Studies at the University of Ottawa, the only research unit outside 
of Ukraine predominantly devoted to the study of contemporary Ukraine, is announcing 
the second competition of the Drs. Peter and Doris Kule Doctoral Scholarships on 
Contemporary Ukraine. The Scholarships will consist of an annual award of $20,000, 
plus all tuition, for a maximum of four years. 
 
The Scholarships were made possible by a generous donation of $500,000 by the Kule 
family, matched by the University of Ottawa. Drs. Peter and Doris Kule, from Edmonton, 
have endowed several chairs and research centres in Canada, and their exceptional 
contributions to education, predominantly in Ukrainian Studies, has recently been 
celebrated in the book Champions of Philanthrophy: Peter and Doris Kule and their 
Endowments. 
 
Students with a primary interest in contemporary Ukraine applying to, or enrolled in, a 
doctoral program at the University of Ottawa in political science, sociology and 
anthropology, or in fields associated with the Chair of Ukrainian Studies, can apply for a 
Scholarship.  
 
The application for the Kule Scholarship must include a 1000 word research proposal, 
two letters of recommendation (sent separately by the referees), and a CV and be mailed 



to the Office of the Vice-Dean, Graduate Studies, Faculty of Social Sciences, Desmarais 
Building 3177, 55 Laurier East, Ottawa ON K1N 6N5, Canada.  
 
Applications will be considered only after the applicant has completed an application to 
the relevant doctoral program at the University of Ottawa. Consideration of applications 
will begin on 1 February 2013 and will continue until the award is announced. Please 
note that the application deadline for international students seeking to enroll in a doctoral 
program is 1 December 2012. Canadian students have until 1 February 2012. 
 
The University of Ottawa is a bilingual university must have a certain level of French. 
Specific requirements vary across departments. 
 
Students interested in applying for the Scholarships for the academic year 2012-2013 are 
encouraged to contact Dominique Arel, Chairholder, Chair of Ukrainian Studies, at 
darel@uottawa.ca. 
 
#3 
Fourth International Social Science Summer School in Ukraine 
“Violence and its Aftermath in the Soviet and PostSoviet Context” 
Zhytomyr (Ukraine), 4-10 July 2012 
 
PARTNERS 
Embassy of France in Ukraine 
Chair of Ukrainian Studies at the University of Ottawa (Canada) 
Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales [EHESS] (France) 
Internet network “historians.in.ua” 
Research Team “Understanding Violence in Russia”, russiaviolence.hypotheses.org 
Research Team “European Memories of Gulag”, museum.gulagmemories.eu 
Doctoral School of University Kyiv-Mohyla Academy (Ukraine) 
Centre franco-russe de recherche en sciences humaines et sociales, Moscow (Russia) 
Ivan Franko State University in Zhytomyr (Ukraine) 

FACULTY 
Dominique Arel (U of Ottawa, Canada); Alain Blum (EHESS, France), Anna Colin 
Lebedev (EHESS, France), Guillaume Colin (Embassy of France in Ukraine), Gilles 
Favarel (SciencesPo, France), Alexandra Goujon (U de Bourgogne, France), Serhiy 
Kudelia (Baylor U, US), Anne Le Huérou (U de Paris Ouest Nanterre, France), Tamara 
Martsenyuk (U Kyiv Mohyla Academy), François-Xavier Nérard (U de Bourgogne, 
France), Amandine Regamey (Centre franco-russe de recherche en sciences humaines et 
sociales, Moscow, Russia), Ioulia Shukan (U de Paris Ouest Nanterre, France), Mihai 
Varga (European U Institute, Italy), Viktoria Vengerska (Ivan Franko U, Zhytomyr) 
	  
PRELIMINARY PROGRAM 
 
Wednesday, July 4 
 
Summer School Presentation and Introductory Lecture by Dominique Arel. 



 
Thursday, July 5 
 
Student Presentations: Facing Violence: States vs Persons 
 
Christopher Lash (Lazarski U, Poland) 
Mass Displacements across Polish Territory in 1944‐50 
Discussant: Alain Blum 
 
Dan Draghia (U of Bucarest, Romania) 
Deadly Borders. Individual and Mass Violence at the Romanian 
Border with Yugoslavia during the Years of Conflict with Tito, 1948‐1956 
Discussant: Serhiy Kudelia 
 
Paul Lenormand (SciencesPo, France/CEFRES, Czech Republic) 
Postwar Czechoslovak Army: Slovak Officers Between Integration and Exclusion 
Discussant: Dominique Arel 
 
Anna Shapovalova (EHESS, France) 
The Shakhty Trial: To Kill Two Birds with One Stone or How to Use Political Trials in 
International Politics 
Discussant: Viktoria Vengerska 
 
Workshop Session 1: Research Questions and Stimulating Concepts 
 
Workshop 1.1: Defining Violence as a Research Object 
Coordinators Alain Blum, Dominique Arel 
 
Workshop 1.2: The Functions of Violence 
Coordinators Serhiy Kudelia, Anne Le Huérou, Amandine Regamey 
 
Excursion 
 
The City of Zhytomyr: Historical Layers, Reconstruction and Memory 
 
Friday, July 6 
 
Student Presentations: Post Soviet Management of Violence Issues 
 
Cornelia Goels (U of Vienna, Austria) 
Violence as Strategy of Ukraine’s Political parties: Repressive Tool of Government and 
Last Resort for Opposition? 
Discussant: Ioulia Shukan 
 
Ronan Evain (U of Paris VIII, France) 
Football Violence in Russia 



Discussant: Mihai Varga 
 
Tatiana Shchurko (Center for European Studies, Belarus) 
Structural Violence in Childcare Institutions 
Discussant: Ioulia Shukan 
 
Ezgi Yildiz (Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies, Switzerland) 
How Do Post‐Soviet States Justify Violence? 
Discussant: Gilles Favarel 
 
Collective Presentation, “Violence in Russia Project” 
Gilles Favarel, Anne Le Huérou, Amandine Regamey 
 
Excursion 
 
Meeting with Soviet Afghan War Veterans 
 
Saturday, July 7 
 
Student Presentations: Violence at War—Legitimacy and Justification 
 
Kerstin Bischl (Humboldt U, Germany) 
Wartime Rape and Gender Relationships: The Case of the Red Army 1941–45 
Discussant: Tamara Martsenyuk 
 
Olesya Khromeychuk (U of Cambridge, UK) 
Female Fighters in Western Ukraine during the First and the Second World Wars 
Discussant: Amandine Regamey 
 
Franziska Exeler (Princeton U, US) 
War and Postwar in Belorussia 
Discussant: Alexandra Goujon 
 
Kateryna Budz (U of Kyiv Mohyla Academy, Ukraine) 
Martyrdom as Response to Violence: The Ukrainian Greek Catholics during WWII  
Discussant: François Xavier Nérard 
 
Brandon Schechter (U of California Berkeley, US) 
Forging of the Red Army 
Discussant: Dominique Arel 
 
Excursion 
 
World War II and its Memory in Zhytomyr Region (Zhytomyr, Berditchev) 
 
Sunday July 8 



 
Excursion 
 
Trigorsky Monastery and Denechi 
 
Evening Film Screening and Discussion 
 
Monday July 9 
 
Student Presentations: Remembering Violence 
 
Ilan Lew (EHESS, France) 
Extrajudicial Testimonies of Direct Perpetrators of Mass Violence  
Discussant: Alain Blum 
 
Oksana Tovaryanska (U of Kyiv Mohyla Academy, Ukraine) 
The Former Soldiers of the SS Division Galicia 
Discussant: Alexandra Goujon 
 
Uilliam Blacker (U of Cambridge, UK) 
Remembering the Vanished in Ukraine 
Discussant: Amandine Regamey 
 
Gintare Malinauskaite (Humboldt U, Germany) 
Lithuanian Partisan Cinema 
Discussant: François-Xavier Nérard 
 
Presentation of the Project “Sound archives: European memories of the Gulag” 
Alain Blum 
 
Workshops Session 2: Methodological Questions 
 
Workshop 2.1: What Historical Sources? 
Coordinators François‐Xavier Nérard, Alain Blum, Amandine Regamey 
 
Workshop 2.2: Studying Violent Practices 
Coordinators: Mihai Varga, Tamara Martsenyuk, Ioulia Shukan 
 
Workshop 2.3: Representations and Memory of Violence: Problems of Method 
Coordinators: Alexandra Goujon, Viktoria Vengerska, Dominique Arel 
 
Tuesday, July 10 
 
Student Presentations: Deviance as an Object of Policy 
 
Maria Gkresta (IMT Institute for Advanced Studies, Italy) 



Governing Poverty and Homelessness in Budapest 
Discussant: Mihai Varga 
 
Gavin Slade 
Mafia in Transition: Criminal Resilience and Decline in Post‐Soviet Georgia  
Discussant: Gilles Favarel 
 
Artyom Georganov 
Instrumentalising “Ethnic violence”: Political Consequences of the Riots in Katunitsa, 
Bulgaria, September-October 2011 
Discussant: Anne Le Huérou 
 
Conclusion 
Lunch and Feedback Discussion 
 
#4 
ASN 2012 Post-Convention Announcement 
 
The Association for the Study of Nationalities (ASN) held its 17th Annual World 
Convention this past weekend (19-21 April 2012) at the Harriman Institute, Columbia 
University, New York. 
 
The Convention Awards were announced at the Closing Reception on Saturday evening. 
 
The Eighth Annual ASN Doctoral Student Awards, to honor the best graduate papers, 
were given to Yuval Feinstein (Sociology, UCLA, US – Nationalism Section), Evgeny 
Finkel (U of Wisconsin, US – Ukraine/Russia/Caucasus Section), Maj Grasten (Political 
Science, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark – Balkans Section), Christopher Molnar 
(History, Indiana University, US – Central Europe Section), and Alp Eren Topal (History, 
Bilkent University, Turkey –Eurasia/Turkey Section). 
 
The Third Annual Harriman ASN Book Prize went to Roger Petersen for Western 
Intervention in the Balkans: The Strategic Use of Emotion in Conflict (Cambridge 
University Press, 2011). An honorable mention was given to Theodora Dragostinova for 
Better Two Motherlands: Nationality and Emigration among the Greeks of Bulgaria, 
1900-1949 (Cornell University Press, 2011). 
 
The First Annual ASN Documentary Audience Award went to the French film Qui a tué 
Natacha? (Who Killed Natasha?), from director Mylène Sauloy, a wrenching 
investigation on the murder of human rights activist Natasha Estemirova in Chechnya. A 
runner-up, also the most attended film of the Convention, was My Perestroika, from US 
director Robin Hessman. 
 
The special event “Thinking the Twentieth Century: A Conversation with Timothy 
Snyder,” was the most attended event of the Convention, followed by the panel “Nation-



Building and Symbols in the West Balkan States (Serbia, Croatia, Montenegro)” and My 
Perestroika. 
 
The Convention celebrated the ASN 40th Anniversary by holding a special event 
featuring President Emeritus Michael Rywkin, former Nationalities Papers Editor Henry 
Huttenbach, former Shevchenko Society (New York ) President Leonid Rudnytzky and 
President Emeritus David Crowe. The presentors paid particular attention to the ASN 
founder Stepan Horak, who passed away in 1986. The remarks of Dr. Rudnytzky, who 
worked closely with Dr. Horak in the 1970s-early 1980s, will be published in a 
forthcoming issue of Nationalities Papers. 
 
The Convention wishes to express its gratitude to the Harriman Institute for its 
exceptional support in making the event a great success. 
 
The next ASN Convention will take place on 18-20 April, 2013, at the Harriman 
Institute, Columbia University. The Call for Papers will be issued in early September and 
the submission deadline will fall on October 17 (two weeks early than usual). 
 
For more information on ASN and the ASN World Convention, please go to the ASN 
website at nationalities.org. 
 
#5 
A Stagnant Ukraine Struggles to See a Way Out 
by Will Englund 
Washington Post, 19 June 2012 
 
KIEV, Ukraine — The counterrevolution is coming up short. 
 
President Viktor Yanukovych, ousted from power in the Orange Revolution of 2004 but 
given a second chance by voters in 2010, has spent two years trying to re-create the 
“vertical of power” that has sustained his neighbor in Russia, Vladimir Putin. 
 
The chief hallmarks — corruption, cronyism, vindictive use of the courts — are in place. 
But Ukraine is missing the wealth from oil and gas that has bolstered Putin’s government, 
and the cracks are not hard to find. 
 
“Ukraine is not Russia, of course,” said Arkadiy Bushchenko, executive director of the 
Ukrainian Helsinki Human Rights Union. 
 
It was Ukraine that sealed the fate of the Soviet Union when it charted its own course in 
1991, and it was Ukraine that emerged after the Orange Revolution as the country that 
was going to embrace Western values and Western ways, and in turn expected to be 
embraced by the West. There was talk of Ukraine in the European Union, even in NATO. 
Yanukovych derailed that journey, but he has been unable to cement his grip on the 
country. Civil society organizations have pushed back. So, to some extent, has the news 
media. Opposition parties are in power in some regions. And, with October parliamentary 



elections on the horizon, Yanukovych’s hugely unpopular Party of Regions expects to get 
a shellacking. 
 
Yanukovych’s one strong card is the widespread disgust with politics that extends almost 
as much to the fractious opposition as to him. And a loss of parliament, if it were to 
happen, wouldn’t bring down his government — he’s in office until 2015. 
 
But it would turn up the heat. For the past 10 months, authorities have been easing off on 
the cruder sorts of crackdowns. Officials have quietly engaged in discussions with 
interested civic organizations on the question of reforms in several key areas. 
 
“I can’t say it’s impossible to work with these guys,” Bushchenko said. “It’s not Belarus, 
it’s not Kazakhstan.” 
 
But it’s not Western Europe, either, said Yevhenia Tymoshenko, the daughter of 
Yanukovych’s chief rival and Ukraine’s most famous prisoner, Yulia Tymoshenko. The 
discussions, she said, involve “pseudo-reforms with a thin veneer of European norms.” 
 
Window dressing or not, the talks to some degree probably reflect pressure from Europe, 
which Ukraine can’t ignore, analysts say. Ukrainian oligarchs reportedly aren’t thrilled 
with the government, either. They’ve watched while Yanukovych’s family and cronies 
from the coal mining center of Donetsk have snatched up one business after another, 
usually with the connivance of tax authorities. The president’s son, Oleksandr, saw his 
net worth increase 18-fold after his father took office. 
 
Isolation over Tymoshenko 
 
But one question overshadows everything else. Yulia Tymoshenko was Yanukovych’s 
opponent on the streets during the Orange Revolution and at the ballot box in 2010, and 
now, with the upper hand, he has thrown her into prison, along with three ministers who 
worked in her government. Currently under guard in a hospital, she was convicted of 
misuse of office for a natural-gas deal she negotiated with Russia when she was prime 
minister in 2009. 
 
“It’s crucial for them to have Tymoshenko in prison,” Bushchenko said. For 
Yanukovych, she is an obsession. Though he has said that in theory he would like to 
pardon her, he has also talked about bringing murder charges against her. 
 
European leaders have denounced her treatment as political persecution, and there is a 
move in Congress to deny U.S. visas to officials associated with her case. Even Russia — 
which was Yanukovych’s sponsor against Tymoshenko during the Orange Revolution — 
has turned against him over the way she has been treated. 
 
“The Ukrainian president is effectively isolated — isolated from the European side and 
isolated from the Russian side,” said Igor Burakovsky, who runs a think tank here called 
the Institute for Economic Research and Policy Consulting. 



 
Kiev is a graceful old city, spruced up now for the Euro 2012 soccer tournament, but 
there is a faded quality to it that hasn’t been erased. A winding street that drops down the 
hill behind St. Sofia Cathedral was once full of galleries and cafes, but it’s mostly quiet 
now. Kiev no longer feels like a city on the make. 
 
In March, the International Monetary Fund froze payments on a $15.6 billion bailout for 
Ukraine because the government failed to raise utility rates. It almost certainly won’t 
raise those rates before the elections — but Ukrainians know the hike is coming, and in 
the meantime the ailing economy is left in that much more of a fix. 
 
A polarizing opponent 
 
With her trademark blond braids, Tymoshenko was a deeply polarizing figure. Wealthy 
from gas dealings in the 1990s, she was distrusted by many. Her melodramatic approach 
to politics excited her followers while alienating an ever larger number of voters. 
 
Yet by going after Tymoshenko, Yanukovych has managed to make her a deeply 
sympathetic figure among a broad swath of the population. 
 
Her 31-year-old daughter, Yevhenia, now leads her defense, from a palatial, heavily 
guarded headquarters laden with green marble. Everywhere are giant photos of Yulia — 
smiling, listening, communing with her people. 
 
Yevhenia Tymoshenko has urged other nations to impose visa sanctions on 
Yanukovych’s inner circle. Pressure applied where it hurts, she said, could cause the 
government to crumble. She warned that she wasn’t sure how much longer her mother’s 
health would last. 
 
“We don’t see the way out for her, medically,” she said. “And we don’t see any 
opportunity for us to defend ourselves, legally or otherwise. Little by little, we get 
worried. It’s gone too far, and pushed Yanukovych into a corner.” 
 
The time to act is now, she insisted, before Yanukovych finds a way to assert complete 
control over the country. “Our democratic institutions are weak. We’re not certain 
Ukraine can survive as a democracy.” 
 
Yulia Tymoshenko was no champion of democratic reform when she was in office. She 
did nothing, for instance, to overhaul the deeply suspect criminal justice process. 
If she had, points out Max Tucker of Amnesty International, she might well have gotten a 
fair day in court and avoided a conviction. 
 
But Ukrainians have shown they have a short political memory. Once regarded uneasily 
by many as a demagogue, Tymoshenko now reminds Ukrainians of the promise the 
country seems to have lost — and of the vendetta-driven president who wields power. 
 



#6 
Ukraine Reveals Ambitious Plans To Cut Dependence On Russian Gas 
by Oleg Varfolomeyev 
Eurasia Daily Monitor, 19 June 2012 
  
Ukraine’s Energy Ministry has come up with amendments to the National Energy 
Strategy, according to which gas imports will decline from 40 billion cubic meters (bcm) 
last year to as little as 5 bcm in 2030. Domestic gas consumption is expected to decline 
less steeply from 57 bcm in 2010 to 49 bcm in 2030. The ministry hopes to more than 
double gas extraction to 44 bcm in the meantime, but domestic extraction is projected to 
go up steeply only after 2020 (mpe.kmu.gov.ua, June 11). Before then, Ukraine will have 
to rely on imports, but the government recently stepped up efforts to diversify them so 
that less gas should be imported from Russia, whose average gas price for Ukraine is 
expected to reach $440 per 1,000 cubic meters of gas this year, up from $416 in the first 
quarter. 
  
Ukraine has lately been in talks to diversify gas imports with Azerbaijan, Germany’s 
RWE, Poland, Qatar, Turkey and Turkmenistan. Prime Minister Mykola Azarov told 
representatives from the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) 
that Ukraine planned to buy Qatari gas from neighboring Poland. He said Poland would 
start receiving more gas than it needs from Qatar at its new liquefied natural gas (LNG) 
terminal in two year’s time, so Ukraine asked Qatar and Poland to sell it excess gas. 
Azarov asked the EBRD for a loan to upgrade a pipeline that links Ukraine to Poland to 
receive that gas (RIA Novosti, June 7). Kommersant-Ukraine reported on June 8, citing a 
source from the national oil and gas company Naftohaz Ukrainy, that Poland 
preliminarily agreed to sell up to 3 bcm of Qatari gas to Ukraine. This gas will be 10-15 
percent cheaper than gas from Russia, according to the source (kommersant.ua, June 8). 
  
Azarov also told the EBRD that Ukraine could start buying some gas from Germany at 
lower prices than from Russia. Energy Minister Yury Boyko specified in a recent 
interview that Ukraine might import some 5 bcm of gas, according to an agreement 
reached with Germany’s RWE last month. He said Ukraine considered importing gas 
from even as far as the United States. Another option would be to resume gas imports 
from Turkmenistan, but this would require Russia’s agreement to use its pipelines, he 
added (Ukrainska Pravda, June 11). 
  
Meanwhile, national projects chief, Vladislav Kaskiv has confirmed the intention to build 
an LNG terminal near Odessa. He said Ukraine would hold 25 percent plus one share in 
the project (UNIAN, June 12). The government hopes that the terminal would process 10 
bcm of gas per annum from 2016 on. However, there is no certainty about suppliers. 
Talks with Azerbaijan have apparently stalled while Ukraine launched talks with Turkey 
on LNG deliveries from Qatar. But Turkey is reluctant to allow tankers with LNG for 
Ukraine to pass through its straits to the Black Sea. Another opportunity for Ukraine is to 
receive Azerbaijani gas from Turkey with the help of the Trans-Anatolian pipeline, in 
which Ukraine wants to participate (Interfax-Ukraine, June 5) 
  



Last month, Ukraine chose Shell and Chevron to develop its shale gas fields (see EDM, 
May 22). It should be possible to extract 6-11 bcm of shale gas per annum by 2030, 
according to the Energy Strategy. However, shale gas extraction will start no earlier than 
2016-2020 and only if enough gas is found in the deposits, which is still to be confirmed 
by Shell and Chevron. Ukraine pins hopes also on its Black Sea deposits, which are yet to 
be explored. The country has no money or technologies for deep drilling, so opportunities 
arise for more foreign investors. 
  
On May 29, Kyiv came up with conditions for production-sharing agreements on two 
deep, offshore gas blocks in the Black Sea, Scythian and Foros. Investors will be chosen 
later this summer. The government believes it will be possible to extract 5-7 bcm of gas 
from the two fields per annum. Italy’s Eni reportedly expressed interest in the Scythian 
field (Kommersant-Ukraine, May 30). Azarov met with Shell country representative 
Graham Tiley and invited Shell to participate (kmu.gov.ua, June 8). 
  
Ukraine remains the largest buyer of Russian gas and demands price cuts, but its 
ambitious plans to cut dependence on Russia have seemingly left Moscow unfazed. Talks 
between Gazprom chief Aleksei Miller and Boyko on May 21 were fruitless as Boyko 
made no new proposals, according to Gazprom (RIA Novosti, May 21). President Viktor 
Yanukovych’s meeting with his Russian counterpart, Vladimir Putin, on May 15 was also 
fruitless, although Yanukovych told Putin that if Russia cut its gas price, there would be 
no need for Ukraine to look for alternative suppliers of gas. The point of no return in the 
gas talks was passed and Russia will continue developing its new pipelines, Nord Stream 
and South Stream, while reducing the significance of Ukraine’s ones to a minimum, 
Kommersant-Ukraine reported on May 22, citing a source from Gazprom. Ukraine, for its 
part, will strive to cut Russian gas imports to a minimum, said Kommersant’s source 
from the Ukrainian government.	  
 
#7 
Ukraine, Russia, Europe 
by James Sherr, james.sherr@lincoln.oxford.ac.uk 
15 May 2012 
Forthcoming in Ukrainian-language journal National Security Defence 
 
Q1:  State of Relations between Ukraine and the EU 
 
The relationship between Ukraine and the EU has never been easy. Its default position 
is one of strain and, on each side, frustrated expectations. Paradoxically, these 
frustrations have been aggravated rather than assuaged by the a priori proposition that 
Ukraine is a European state.  Although the distinction between Europe and the EU is 
recognised in Ukraine, it is not always understood.  ‘Europe’ is a geographical reality, 
but in every other respect, it is an idea with a variety of emotive and subjective 
connotations.  The EU, in contrast, is a political-economic entity with a formal 
institutional structure and formalised norms, procedures and requirements.  Yet to a 
broad spectrum of Ukraine’s elites, being part of ‘Europe’ confers an entitlement to 
become, within some reasonable period of time, a member of the EU, and the 



thwarting of this expectation has generated bewilderment, bitterness and more than a 
discreet measure of paranoia. 
 
What adds complexity to this picture is the fact that from the time of Leonid Kravchuk, 
two views of the EU have held sway in Ukraine.  Although not mutually exclusive, 
they pull in different directions and create different types of irritation with EU policy, 
which operates on political and cognitive principles that are considerably at variance 
from both of these conceptions.  To the once numerous supporters of Viktor 
Yushchenko (and a good many who, even in Ukraine’s Orange years, had no hopes for 
him), the EU was the political embodiment of a great ethno-cultural (and religious) 
civilisation, defined by heritage.  Yet the EU does not define itself by heritage, but by 
values and standards, which today apply to the conduct of business and public 
administration as much as to the conduct of elections, the quality of governance and 
the integrity of the legal system.  For good or ill, the EU is also a multi-cultural entity.  
After 2005, Yushchenko demonstrated that he wished to join the Europe of 1905.  That 
Europe no longer exists.  Yet the EU which does exist has an acute awareness of the 
sovietised norms which distinguish Ukraine from itself in nearly all of these respects. 
 
The second Ukrainian view, and it is very much the view of President Yanukovych 
(not to say President Putin), is that the EU is essentially a geopolitical project designed 
to project influence, secure economic dominance and isolate alternative socio-
economic models in Europe and Eurasia.  In even more simplistic terms, the EU is 
regarded (as NATO is simplistically regarded) as a means of isolating Russia.  From 
this perspective, the EU’s vaunted values and ‘criteria’ are seen as having a secondary 
or entirely deceptive importance.  The EU’s refusal to act upon these presumptive  
geopolitical interests and  incorporate Ukraine when it wished to be incorporated drove 
Leonid Kuchma to distraction [zagnali ego s uma]. Yanukovych’s response is similar. 

 
Although these are old problems, the fact is that Ukraine’s relations with the EU have 
never been on such a disastrously poor footing.  Yanukovych’s EU policy is dictated 
by his own internal priorities, and this fact is now understood by every government 
inside the EU.  A majority of these governments now also understand that he will not 
be deflected from these priorities—neither for the sake of EU Association nor for the 
sake of Ukraine’s national and geopolitical interests.  To be sure, few believe that he is 
even remotely interested in Ukraine’s incorporation into the CIS Customs Union.  But 
the perception is gaining ground that he would rather be president of a Ukraine joining 
the Customs Union than not be president of a Ukraine joining the EU.  On this basis, 
nothing can be done, and the business of Ukraine’s European integration has therefore 
ground to a halt. 
 
Without doubt, there are additional factors, but they embellish this picture rather than 
alter it.  For one thing, Yanukovych does not take the EU’s concerns at face value.  He 
and his core advisers view the EU’s stance about his predatory and blinkered policies 
as a contrived way of disguising the real issue: division inside the Union between those 
who would sacrifice Ukraine on the altar of accord with Russia and those who regard 
Ukraine’s reintegration with Russia as the worst of all evils.  The picture is further 



embellished by the broader (and more accurate perception) that the Eurozone crisis 
strengthens every other impediment to further EU enlargement. 

 
What this picture ignores is that the Association Agreement and the Deep and 
Comprehensive Free Trade Area, concluded after elaborated and painstaking effort, 
offer Ukraine many of the benefits of membership with few of its responsibilities.  
Ignorance about the benefits of Association extends right across Ukraine, and the 
democratic opposition is as ill-informed on this score as everybody else.  For this, the 
European Commission is at least partially to blame.  To date, only the British Embassy 
has published a concise, readable guide [spravochnik] about the provisions of these 
accords in the Ukrainian language.  For the vast majority of Ukrainians in a state of 
ignorance, ‘membership perspectives’ mean everything and Association means 
nothing. 
 
By concluding the Association Agreement and initialling it, the EU has made a very 
significant statement:  the door is open, and Ukraine can walk through it as soon as it 
knows where it is going and where that door leads.  Unfortunately, Yanukovych wants 
the door to follow him whilst he walks somewhere else. 

 
Q2:  Ukraine and Russia 
 
Since the time of Ukraine’s independence, Russia’s fundamental state interest has been 
to diminish Ukraine’s independence. This interest has not diminished over the course 
of 21 years.  The conviction that Ukraine’s separation from Russia represents a 
historical aberration has not diminished either, though the events of late 2004 and early 
2005 presented a profound shock to Russian thinking and offered a significant 
potential to transform not only Ukraine’s development but Russia’s.  The linkage 
between the two, which most disinterested observers would recognise on historical and 
cultural grounds, has been reinforced by Russian sentiment and policy.  More than one 
prominent Russian liberal has taken the view that ‘Ukraine is part of my identity as a 
Russian’, and this view is no less firmly held by Russia’s derzhavniki. The view has 
also been reinforced by the failure of the Orange tandem to develop Ukraine’s 
samostoyatel’nost’ and overcome the sovietised and clan-based culture of business and 
power, which in almost every sphere and every sense has demarcated Ukraine from the 
European order to which it seeks to return. 

 
Therefore, it was not only natural but inevitable that Russia’s governing elites would 
view Yanukovych’s 2010 victory and his pre-emptive concessions on NATO, non-bloc 
status and the Black Sea Fleet as a homecoming:  not in terms of juridical 
reintegration, but organic subservience to the country that in Russian historical 
consciousness has always been Ukraine’s ‘elder brother’.  When Medvedev publicly 
informed Yanukovych that these steps were ‘only the beginning’, he pretended, and 
might well have believed, that he was providing ‘brotherly’ counsel [совет] rather 
than presenting a threat.  What is far from inevitable, indeed surprising, is that so tough 
a veteran of the Soviet culture of power as Yanukovych would fail to appreciate that 
Ukraine’s gestures of ‘good will’ would have exactly this result. 



 
To his credit, when it comes to what matters most to him—control of Ukraine’s 
economy—Yanukovych shifted the main vector of engagement with Russia from 
conciliation to resistance within six months of coming to power.  Yet in equally 
significant respects, he has undermined his own efforts and the capacity of the country. 
 
First, by strengthening the patrimonial and opaquely personalised system of economic 
management, he has deprived Ukraine of the most effective counterpoise to Russian 
influence:  European investment and integration, which can only develop on the basis 
of liberal market principles underpinned by property rights, judicial integrity and 
regulatory mechanisms that protect the independent entrepreneur and the citizen. 
 
Second, he has continued to cede ground on the ‘civilisational’ vector: the very ground 
on which Russia seeks to rebuild and re-legitimise its imperial suzerainty.  Slavic 
identity and identity politics have featured as strongly in ‘Putinism’ as geo-economics.  
During his first term in office, Putin sought to create a synthesis between pre-Soviet, 
Soviet and post-Soviet values on the basis of a ‘cultural code’ distinct to the 
multinational, Russian people, and whilst this synthesis is highly problematic 
intellectually, it has an emotive and potent appeal for many inside the Russian 
Federation and for many now permissively described as ‘compatriots’.  This 
‘humanitarian’ dimension of policy—and with it, the idea of russkiy mir—has acquired 
formidable institutional and financial support.  Yet far from resisting this cultural 
assault, Yanukovych has often acted as its accomplice.  In doing so, he has not only 
undermined Ukraine’s capacity, but the foundations of the Ukrainian state. 
 
The threat to Ukraine’s integrity is now greater than at any time since the early 1990s.  
At the start of what must be seen, de facto, as Putin’s fourth term of office, the 
authorities in Moscow feel both strong and threatened.  Their strengths lie in the 
Eurozone crisis, the incapacity of many of Russia’s post-Soviet neighbours and the 
Realpolitik of Gazprom, which has undermined EU norms in a number of new (and not 
so new) EU member states.  Moscow’s weaknesses lie not only in the disaffection of 
the new Russian middle class, but the precariousness of the petro-driven model of 
growth and the state-corporatist model that the current authorities have constructed.  
What is telling about the decline of Russian gas exports to Europe (from 154 bn cubic 
metres in 2008 to 117 bcm in 2011) is not the sharpness of the gradient, but that fact 
that during this time—a time of economic contraction in Europe—the EU’s 
consumption of energy has actually been increasing. The Kremlin not only failed to 
anticipate the wave of street protests that has emerged since September 2011, it 
singularly failed to anticipate the revolution in unconventional gas, which has been 
transforming global energy markets and which, despite Gazprom’s policy of bullying, 
bribery and stealth, is almost certain to advance at one tempo or another.  
 
These trends give point to what always has been the dominant theme of Russian (and 
Soviet) policy:  the creation of an environment abroad conducive to the maintenance of 
the country’s system of governance (and its economic model) at home.  In sum, the 
distinction between Russian internal and foreign policy is gradually becoming a 



distinction without a difference.  Ukraine will not be able to withstand or counter this 
policy until it alters its own internal policy to its advantage.  Yanukovych’s policies are 
having the opposite effect. 
 
For an ambitious power like Russia, this combined perception of strength and threat 
bodes ill for others.  It creates every incentive to resolve outstanding problems 
conclusively whilst assets remain assets and whilst they can still be employed with 
impunity.  Putin’s return to the presidency is likely to be the prelude to measures 
designed to bring Ukraine back into the fold by any means necessary.  A high-risk 
strategy demands a high-risk leader, and that combination is now in place. 

 
Q3:  The Triangle between Ukraine, Russia and the West 
 
It is debateable whether such a triangle still exists.  For one thing, the Obama 
administration has to a large degree dismantled it.  Its ‘reset’ with Russia, which 
despite atmospherics has been largely transactional in nature, has not been predicated 
on changes in Russia’s policy in its own neighbourhood.  Instead, it has focused on 
advancing such cooperation as could be realised on the basis of strictly defined 
national interests: transit to Afghanistan, the restoration of an agreed strategic arms 
control regime and productive, if limited cooperation in counter-terrorism. 
 
Contrary to aspirations in Russia and apprehensions in Central Europe, the ‘reset’  
never signified a surrender of Russia’s neighbours or recognition of its claim to a 
‘sphere of privileged interest’.  Although attentiveness to this neighbourhood has 
waned under Obama’s tenure, Russia is not the principal reason for this, and despite 
Moscow’s objections, the administration was the driving force behind NATO’s 
programme of contingency planning for armed defence of the Baltic states; it has 
maintained a wide menu of cooperation with Georgia, and it has become an 
increasingly vocal critic of Moscow’s human rights policy.  The administration has 
also been steadfast in pursuing a missile defence programme less provocative, but 
more ambitious than that of its predecessor.  For these reasons and others, not least the 
falling out [ссора] over Syria, the ‘reset’ has run its course.  Putin’s decision not to 
attend the G8 summit in Camp David and Obama’s decision not to attend the Asia-
Pacific summit in Vladivostok should persuade almost everyone that the warmth 
expressed in 2008 has turned to frost.  Yet the change is unlikely to raise Washington’s 
profile in Ukraine.  To the contrary, it will only reinforce the priority that East Asia is 
acquiring in US policy. 
 
The second reason to question the triangle’s significance is the overriding 
preoccupation of the EU with itself.  It should be obvious to everybody that until 
Greece found itself in crisis, the criteria for joining the Eurozone, whilst exacting in 
principle, had been upheld with astonishing laxity. Harsh lessons are being drawn, and 
these lessons are arousing resentment, not only between member states but within 
them.  No one in these circumstances would dare suggest that pre-crisis laxity should 
be extended to Association Agreements—even though the criteria for the latter are 
markedly less stringent than those for adopting a common currency. The remarkable 



fact is that between the EU and a range of countries, Association Agreements and 
accession talks are being advanced with energy and vigour. Yet for principled, as well 
as practical reasons, the EU will not be prepared to do more for others than they are 
willing to do for themselves. 
 
The financial crisis also has a marked bearing on the EU’s terms of engagement with 
Russia.  It deprives several channels of influence, notably the Eastern Partnership, of 
resources, and it remains to be seen just to what degree the mechanisms offered in 
Association Agreements can be adequately financed.  Yet in other respects, the 
financial crisis has strengthened the EU’s toughness.  It has given a more practical 
edge to the Third Energy Package, which Russia rightly sees as a way of forcing its 
monopolistic energy companies to adhere to the EU business model—and its rules of 
competition—when they operate within the EU’s jurisdiction.  It has also induced even 
Gazprom’s traditional partners to demand revisions to long-term ‘take or pay’ 
contracts and search for alternative sources of energy supply.  Measures to reinvigorate 
the EU’s business model are already constraining the influence of Russia’s own.  This 
is a portentous development for a country whose principal strength lies in prolonging 
the life of outmoded practices.  When it comes to abandoning outmoded thinking, 
Russia’s record is poorer than most. 
 
To those Ukrainians still interested in abandoning outmoded thinking, this picture is 
sobering but very far from gloomy. It provides not only incentives, but urgent reasons 
to alter cultures of business and of power. To those who wish to maintain these 
cultures, it offers only moral and material impoverishment. 
 
#8 
Ukraine’s Incomprehensible Foreign Economic Policy 
by Anders Aslund  
Kyiv Post, 14 June 2012 
 
This article by Anders Aslund, a senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International 
Economics, was first published in Forbes magazine. 
 
Foreign economic relations are of vital importance to any country. Amenable trade 
agreements are necessary for market access, and real economic welfare can only be 
attained through far-reaching economic integration. In crisis, financial emergency 
assistance is vital. 
 
All these factors are all the more important for Ukraine, but it has patently failed to 
utilize its opportunities. 
 
In 1989, Ukraine had a gross domestic product per capita that was 10 percent higher than 
Russia’s. Today its per capita GDP is barely one-third of Russia’s at current exchange 
rates. Even more worrisome, it is only one-third of Turkey’s GDP per capita, because 
unlike Ukraine Turkey jumped on the bandwagon of European economic integration 
concluding a customs union with the EU. Ukraine’s convergence with Europe is not 



happening, and the country lingers at a mere 8 percent of the GDP per capita of the euro 
area. It is laudable that Ukraine joined the World Trade Organization in 2008, but now it 
has to proceed. 
 
At this time, Ukraine should boom from outsourcing of production and services from the 
EU. In the 1990s, Central Europe took off because of outsourcing from Germany. 
Similarly, in the early 2000s, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania boomed due to outsourcing 
from Sweden and Finland. 
 
In recent years, Bulgaria and Romania have been major beneficiaries of European 
outsourcing. Bulgaria had foreign direct investment exceeding one quarter of GDP for a 
few years before the global financial crisis, while Ukraine’s foreign direct investment 
amounts to 3-4 percent of its tiny GDP. 
 
Ukraine needs a far-reaching agreement with the EU on free trade, institutional reforms 
and technical assistance. Sensibly, Ukraine started such negotiations in 2007, and they 
concluded negotiations on a deep and comprehensive free trade agreement of some 1,000 
pages last fall. 
 
Incredibly, President Viktor Yanukovych has preferred the jailing of former Prime 
Minister Yulia Tymoshenko, former Interior Minister Yuri Lutsenko and other former top 
officials over the already concluded Association Agreement with the EU. 
 
But the EU is not only an economic union. It is also a political union with democratic 
values. 
 
Incredibly, President Viktor Yanukovych has preferred the jailing of former Prime 
Minister Yulia Tymoshenko, former Interior Minister Yuri Lutsenko and other former top 
officials over the already concluded Association Agreement with the EU. Ukrainian 
courts are obviously dependent on the government, and the legal proceedings have been a 
joke, clarifying that this was the president’s personal choice. 
 
Moreover, the inert EU cannot possibly reverse its firm position on Yanukovych. Does 
the president really want Ukraine to be treated like Belarus by the EU? Ukraine’s door to 
the EU is locked until Yanukovych releases Tymoshenko, Lutsenko et al. 
 
In July 2010, Yanukovych’s government concluded a two-and-a-half-year standby 
agreement of $15 billion with the International Monetary Fund. A brisk reform wave of 
several months ensued, and the two first quarterly tranches of a total of $3 billion were 
disbursed in the second half of 2010. 
 
An IMF mission in February 2011 agreed on four major prior actions with the Ukrainian 
government for further funding. The two most important were pension reform and gas 
price rises. Much delayed, the Ukrainian government carried out a substantial pension 
reform. 
 



But it has done literally nothing about the gas prices. Unacceptably, the Ukrainian 
government subsidizes the importation of Russian gas, paying $450 per 1,000 cubic 
meters, while it pays only $57 per 1,000 cubic meters for domestically produced gas. 
 
Not surprisingly, domestic Ukrainian gas production is stagnant, while it could double if 
a normal price was offered. Ukraine is wasting 4.5 percent of GDP on gas subsidies, 
which only breed corruption and waste. Sensibly, the IMF has refused to finance such 
outrageous waste. 
 
The situation is pretty simple and obvious. At present, Ukraine consumes about 60 billion 
cubic meters of gas a year. Of this, two-thirds is imported from Russia and one-third is 
produced domestically. With normal prices, gas consumption should fall by one-third to 
some 40 billion cubic meters within a few years, which could all be produced in Ukraine. 
 
This could be done within five years, as Poland and Slovakia have shown. Such actions 
only require the political will to go against the gas barons, but they form one pillar of the 
current regime. The IMF understands this, and IMF money is out of question until 
Ukraine’s gas policy changes. 
 
As always, when the Ukrainian government has spoiled all other options, Russia remains 
its last hope. Ukraine has pursued repeated negotiations about the January 2009 gas 
agreement, which it considers so criminal that it has imprisoned Tymoshenko for it. 
 
Yet it has not revoked this agreement, which was previously a standard procedure. Nor 
has it achieved any changes, while virtually all the European customers of Gazprom have 
received substantial alleviations. 
 
This arouses the suspicion that important members of the Ukrainian regime obtain 
considerable benefits from this flawed agreement and may want to distort it even more. 
Usually, we learn how officials have made money on Russian gas some time after the 
event. 
 
Given that the gas transit system has poisoned Ukraine’s economy and politics for the last 
two decades, the country might be better off without it. 
 
Russian President Vladimir Putin is no fan of Yanukovych or his gas traders, but his $20 
billion gas deal with Belarus last November suggests the contours of a possible deal with 
Ukraine. The three key elements would be that Russia takes over at least half Ukraine’s 
gas transit system in return for Ukraine buying Russian gas at much lower prices and 
receiving substantial credits from Russian state banks. 
 
The total value of a three-year agreement could be in the order of $20 billion. Yet, Putin 
would also demand that Ukraine joins the Russia-Belarus-Kazakhstan Customs Union, 
which would close Ukraine’s door to free trade with Europe. Ukraine does not need such 
an agreement, and Yanukovych insists that he prefers free trade with Europe to the 
Russian customs union. 



 
Given that the gas transit system has poisoned Ukraine’s economy and politics for the last 
two decades, the country might be better off without it. Let Russia build its wasteful 
South Stream and clean up Ukraine from its gas corruption! 
 
#9 
The Political Death of Ukrainian Parliamentarism 
by Viktor Tkachuk 
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“People First”. He has more than 20 years of experience working in governmental 
bodies at the highest level in Ukraine, including as deputy secretary of the national 
security and defense council, as an advisor to three Ukrainian presidents, and as a 
Member of Parliament. 
 
Ukrainian parliamentarism has died. To be more precise - its Post-Soviet oligarchic 
model has. A visible symptom of this is that MPs have become invisible. Many are 
successfully doing their business in distant places, and still are regularly "voting" in the 
Parliament. (MPs surrender their cards to colleagues who vote for them. During the vote 
we can see 50 MPs present, and still, the law is passed with a majority of 226 and more 
votes.) Communication between MPs and the people has been completely lost. 
 
Parliamentarism has turned into absurdity: with the forthcoming elections in October of 
this year and a rise in international pressure due to the antidemocratic policy, the 
Parliament has boosted the practice of anti-national and anticonstitutional actions. The 
ruling coalition contrary to the Constitution has voluntarily passed over a part of its 
powers to the President and its administration and has shown readiness to adopt laws 
aimed at establishing rigid control over the life of the citizens. 
 
Will Rogers, American actor and journalist, noted once, "This country has come to feel 
the same when Congress is in session as when the baby gets hold of a hammer”. 
Unfortunately, now it completely corresponds with the activities of the Ukrainian 
Parliament. 
 
Let's take a look at the most "progressive" innovations of MPs. Apparently, the most 
odious one is the majority of MPs (235 out of 450) voluntarily gave up their 
constitutional function – they voted a draft law, according to which they granted the 
President and the administration the budget control rights and the endorsing of the yearly 
programmes for the economic and social development in Ukraine. 
 
Also, they have voted to confer the status of law of the annual address of the President to 
Parliament. And if the President will sign this law - all his statements in the annual 
address will have the status of law and should be automatically implemented by the 
government. Without any doubt, these decisions have definitively destroyed the balance 
of branches of power in favour of the President. 



 
The majority of MPs also made sure to put in place a Soviet-type control over Ukrainian 
citizens’ residence, train ticket purchase and currency exchange. Another "gift" from MPs 
to the people has also been the decision to actually renew the totalitarian system with 
registration of legal residence and temporary residence of citizens.  
 
A bill called "About the State Duty" was passed on first reading. It plans to impose tax on 
the issuance of passports, wedding certificates, residence registration and many other 
services to the population. An obligatory passport registration upon buying a train ticket 
will be added to the railway tickets price increase by between 200% and 300%. In itself 
it's an obvious restriction of the freedom of movement of Ukrainians. 
 
Let's also remember that in September of 2011 the National Bank of Ukraine introduced 
a norm which foresees an obligatory entering of passport data during currency exchange 
for the population. According to the majority of experts, this requirement is anti-
constitutional and directly infringes the privacy of citizens. Not to speak for foreigners. 
 
All these parliamentary initiatives remind us of George Orwell’s novel "1984" where 
"Big brother" is watching every step of the citizens. 
 
Ukraine, fortunately, hasn't yet returned to totalitarianism and we hope it never will. But 
the Ukrainian Parliament has recently made considerable efforts to push the country in 
this direction. MPs have forgotten the principle of ancient Roman legal proceedings - "if 
in doubt - abstain". Or maybe they are doing everything completely conscientiously? 
Then what does Ukraine need such Parliament for? 
 
The parliament is dead. Democracy is ill. No wonder if Europeans would fear the 
Ukrainian virus of corruption and double standards at its borders." 
 
#10 
Eastern European Xenophobia Under Western Eyes: Euro 2012 in Poland-Ukraine 
by Uilliam Blacker 
Memory at War Blog, 4 June 2012 
 
The scenes of racist and anti-Semitic behaviour among Polish and Ukrainian football fans 
shown in the BBC’s recent Panorama programme speak for themselves. There is little 
about these images that could be ‘manipulated’, as some Polish commentators have 
suggested, to make these supporters look worse than they are. There is a serious problem. 
But does it merit Sol Campbell’s warning to stay away, or risk ‘coming home in a 
coffin’? Luke Harding’s damning article on Ukraine certainly seems to concur with 
Campbell. Harding was right to point to the mess that Ukraine is in; but his analysis 
lumped several separate problems together, not all of which represent a threat to 
travelling fans: Merkel’s boycott, for one, is nothing to do with racism, but with political 
freedom, while the Femen group’s naked protests are, while perhaps self-defeating, 
raising very legitimate fears about sex tourism (though Harding’s warning’s may help to 
ease this problem if fans from Western Europe stay away). 



 
Before we start cancelling our tickets, it is worth remembering that racism and anti-
Semitism in football are Europe-wide phenomena. Louis Saha recently singled out Italy 
and Spain on Newsnight as particularly unpleasant places to play in. In the UK, West 
Ham fans are notorious for making gas-hissing noises at matches with Tottenham 
Hotspur (like Cracovia, one of the teams featured in Panorama, supposedly a ‘Jewish 
team’). What the scenes in Panorama show is what happens when bigoted fans are 
allowed to express their hatred uninhibited by police, football authorities or government. 
One can imagine what would happen were the English Defence League allowed to 
purchase black tickets for football matches and behave as they pleased. In this regard, the 
report was a shocking indictment of the bodies responsible for football in Poland and 
Ukraine, of their complacency and incompetence. 
 
Was Panorama an indictment of Polish and Ukrainian societies at large? Many in the 
West have been rightly alarmed by the rise of right-wing politics in Ukraine, where the 
right-wing Svoboda, or ‘Freedom’ Party, has become a clownish centre of attention, and 
won seats in local authorities. Yet while Svoboda’s rise should be a cause for concern, as 
yet it has no MPs in the national parliament. Recent Greek or French election results 
show a more alarming swing to the right than current Ukrainian or Polish politics. With 
regard to Poland, polls by the Anti-Defamation League in ten EU countries do show high 
levels of anti-Semitism in Poland, but even higher levels some Western European 
countries, particularly in Spain. Poland doesn’t look good in these polls, but it also 
doesn’t appear unique. 
 
A more concerning problem in Poland and Ukraine is less spectacular than what 
Panorama showed: casual racism, anti-Semitism, sexism and homophobia are an accepted 
element of daily life, and are far more visible than they are in the West. There is little or 
no stigma attached to such behaviour. In countries that have spent the last two decades 
struggling with the social, political and economic chaos that was the legacy of 
communism, enforcing political correctness has been some way down the agenda. 
 
Poland, in its efforts to be accepted into the EU, and aided by EU funding, has made 
positive steps in this regard, and attitudes are changing. Racism, homophobia and sexism 
are moving towards the taboo status they have in the West. Ukraine, which has been 
abandoned by the EU, left to languish in the no-man’s-land between Europe and Russia, 
has no such incentive, and recent governments have been more concerned with illicit gas 
deals than promoting tolerance in society. 
 
In this situation, Ukraine’s very existence seems precarious. Faced with the threat of the 
return of Russian dominance, a corrupt, criminal government that speaks Russian and 
seems intent on denigrating Ukrainian language and culture, many Ukrainians feel that 
their very identity is under threat. The result, as Michael Goldfarb noted recently in his 
more nuanced article in the Guardian, is fear, which breeds xenophobia. This is expressed 
by football hooligans by giving a Nazi salute, and by politicians by fighting in 
parliament. In the light of this, it is all the more admirable that many young Ukrainians 
do nevertheless share open and tolerant ‘European’ values. In the West, these attitudes 



are drummed into young people. Even if you don’t like them, you have to pay them lip 
service. In Ukraine, you have to develop them for yourself. 
 
Panorama also threw together two related but different phenomena: racism and anti-
Semitism, and in this regard missed an important part of the context for what it showed. 
Racism in Eastern Europe is a relatively recent problem. It speaks of general xenophobia 
against all that is different, as well as a lack of experience of contact with those of other 
races. Anti-Semitism has a far longer history and is something more deeply ingrained in 
Eastern Europe. Jews lived on the territories of today’s Poland and Ukraine for centuries, 
largely because they were unwelcome elsewhere. When Western Europe was expelling 
its Jews, the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth welcomed them. Poles, Ukrainians, Jews 
and others managed to co-exist on these territories for centuries, and Jewish culture 
managed to flourish. As well as tolerance, centuries of proximity bred tension, which at 
times spilled over into violence. The image of the Jew as the other became entrenched for 
peoples across Eastern Europe. 
 
Today, the centuries of co-existence are eclipsed by images of the gas chambers. Poland 
and Ukraine have become synonymous for many in the West with Nazi terror, so much 
so that even the President of the United States erroneously used the term ‘Polish Death 
Camp’ while awarding a medal to a Polish WWII veteran. Poles and Ukrainians are often 
remembered in the West as having stood by and watched the Holocaust, or actively 
assisted in it. Poles and Ukrainians prefer to highlight assistance given by them to Jews, 
and to point at their own horrific suffering. Debates over the Holocaust, and anti-
Semitism among Poles and Jews, rage unabated to this day with a bitterness that can 
seem strange to Westerners, whose memories of the war stagnated long ago. 
 
After the Holocaust, there were few Jews left in Poland and Ukraine, and many of those 
that remained trickled out in later waves of emigration. Why then, should anti-Semitism 
persist? There are numerous justifications for it: Jews retain a vastly disproportionate 
influence in politics, in business and the media; they also played a disproportionately 
large role in imposing communism. These are narratives that are based only tangentially 
in reality, and largely in myth. They speak of something deeper: the image of the Jew as 
other has been with Poles and Ukrainians for centuries, and cannot be erased in a few 
decades of absence. 
 
Contemporary manifestations of anti-Semitism also, however, have the added element of 
responding to that absence. Poles and Ukrainian experienced the war and the Holocaust 
in a first hand way that it is hard to imagine in the UK. A large part of their collective 
trauma was in fact seeing what happened to their neighbours, and dealing with their own 
guilt at not having stopped it. These are not easy things to deal with, and the response is 
often resentment and denial. At its extremes, this manifests itself in the grotesque forms 
of anti-Semitism seen on the Polish and Ukrainian football terraces. This is not hatred of 
actual people; it is a hatred and fear of the ghosts that continue to haunt society and its 
conscience.  
 
In this respect, it is no coincidence that one of the most talked about recent novels in 



Poland, Night of the Living Jews, depicts a Warsaw overrun by Jewish zombies. The 
sympathies of the author, Igor Ostachowicz, are, clearly with the zombies, who turn out 
to be quite normal, and more interested in shopping than eating Poles. With the help of 
sympathetic locals, the zombies succeed in defeating a band of neo-Nazi hooligans who 
are intent on exterminating them. Ostachowicz pulls no punches in portraying Polish neo-
Nazis, yet he also shows that for every thug willing to spit on a Jewish grave, or taunt a 
black footballer, there is a student, writer, or just normal person who sympathises with 
the Jewish past, and, for that matter, who welcomes people of various colours and creeds. 
 
Had it had an extra half hour, Panorama might have spoken to people like Ostachowicz, 
and investigated the efforts being made to embrace Poland and Ukraine’s Jewish past, 
and build tolerance. Every major city in Poland holds its own annual Jewish cultural 
festival. Krakow’s is the largest of its kind in the world. The major new Museum of 
Polish Jews in Warsaw will be completed early next year. Far more Poles will attend the 
festivals and museums than would take part in anti-Semitic chanting at football matches. 
In connection with the Euros, the Ukrainian government launched a year of festivities to 
celebrate the Jewish-Polish writer Bruno Schulz, shot by the Nazis in 1942, and whose 
hometown now lies in Ukraine. A festival in his name will take place in September. 
Sadly, Ukraine has neither the funds nor political will to initiate major projects like the 
Polish Museum, but it is not difficult to find encouraging, grass-roots local initiatives, 
such as those run by the Centre for Urban History in Lviv, or the Jewish Cultural Centre 
in Dnipropetrovsk. Such initiatives pass almost entirely under the radar of Western 
commentators. 
 
Fans who cancel their trips to the Euros because of the scenes shown in Panorama would 
be giving the xenophobes what they want: an insular, isolated Poland/Ukraine. A 
successful Euro 2012 may well be the shove that Poles and Ukrainians need to realise 
that these hooligans are an embarrassment to them, and that it is not enough to simply 
ignore them. The real problem in these countries is not the extreme minority, but the 
majority who passively accept the monkey noises and the swastikas. It is ultimately the 
responsibility of ordinary Poles and Ukrainians to stand up and condemn racism and anti-
Semitism. Branding them all as racist and cancelling our tickets will not help them do 
this. 
 
#11 
Mockery of Justice: the Ukrainian Way 
Maidan.org, 10 June 2012 
 
“The Justice is considered as such only if it meets the requirements of Fairness and 
provides efficient reinstallation of rights.” (from the ruling of the Constitutional Court of 
Ukraine of 19/10/1999) 
 
For most Ukrainians “mockery of justice” is still an abstract idea they cannot relate to. 
Unless you cross the path of someone in power you do not need to worry about it, the 
logic of an average citizen goes. However, mockery of justice is getting closer and closer 
to everyone. 



 
Article 39 of the Ukrainian Constitution guarantees the right to peaceful assembly with 
an advance notification of government bodies. However, if a law abiding citizen 
organizing a peaceful assembly notifies local government about his intent and the 
government does not like his plans, the citizen becomes fully exposed to the mockery of 
justice. 
 
Three groups of Ukrainians living in the city of Kharkiv decided to hold three different 
assemblies on June 5, 2012 addressing the same issue – they wanted to protest proposed 
legislation endangering the Ukrainian language. They notified the local government 
about their intent on June 1st, the last work day before the planned events. 
 
The Constitution and International Treaties ratified by Ukraine obligate the government 
to assist its citizens in exercising their rights. Nevertheless, the special committee called 
by Kharkiv City Council recommended all three groups to drop the idea to assemble. 
When they refused to do so, the City Council filed lawsuits to ban the planned 
assemblies. According to the timestamps on the Administrative court records, the 
committee had made its decision earlier than the citizens presented the actual 
notifications to the City Council. The court accepted the case for review immediately and 
ordered a hearing 3 hours after the decision of the committee was passed on paper. 
 
When a citizen files a lawsuit against the government, he usually has to wait for a long 
time for the hearings to start. In addition, hearings routinely get postponed for no 
apparent reason and there is no progress for months or even years. The government, on 
the other hand, has precedence over the citizens who want to organize a peaceful 
assembly, as the Code of Administrative Procedure stipulates. Government’s lawsuits to 
ban an assembly can be processed in court immediately; while the citizen has no way to 
appeal such court rulings quickly and efficiently or even prepare a line of defense. It’s 
legal, but the question whether it’s fair is rhetoric. 
 
The idea of administrative courts that emerged late in XVIII century in France was to 
protect citizens from arbitrary actions of government officials. But that’s theory. Let’s get 
back to the Ukrainian practice. 
 
As law and common sense would suggest, the defendants in the cases above should have 
been properly informed about the court hearings. The question whether advance warning 
of three hours is proper is rhetoric as well, but it is legal in Ukraine. Two defendants were 
informed and the third one was not. All court hearings were held, one of them in the 
absence of the defendant clueless about the proceedings. 
 
The defendants had 30 minutes to study the records. Requests for more time were turned 
down by the court. 
 
The plaintiff – Kharkiv City Council – failed to provide a single piece of evidence. One 
of the reasons to ban the assembly was the alledged lack of free space in the central 
Freedom Square. At least that’s what the government’s attorney said in court. The 



defendant Dmytro Pylypets who planned to organize one of the assemblies stated the 
opposite –there is plenty of space for 50 people. The attorney failed to provide any proof 
that 50 people could not be safely situated in one of biggest squares of Europe (12 
hectares). The defendant could not provide any evidence either since 30 minutes is 
simply not enough to study the documents and then go outside and make photos. Without 
a shade of a doubt, the court supported the government, regardless of the norm in the 
Code of Administrative Procedure stipulating that “both sides shall provide evidence to 
substantiate their claims”. Practice shows that not both should. 
 
The government should provide valid reasons to restrict the right to peaceful assembly. In 
particular it should produce specific facts of possible violations of civil order or rights 
and freedoms of other people. Assumptions cannot be adduced in such cases since it is 
clear sign of arbitrary action by the government and/or the court. In these three cases, as 
well as in many similar ones, the government’s side did not provide any expert 
conclusion why the planned assemblies could “invoke the grounded rage of other 
citizens”, any explanation why the police is unable to maintain public order during the 
assembly of 50 people, why it could not prevent them from blocking street traffic, no 
explanation where they learned about the threat of blocking traffic, etc. The three activist 
groups had held many assemblies before and never violated public order, blocked 
traffic or did anything illegal. 
 
The mere assumption about the “rage of other citizens” is negligible from legal 
standpoint and is logically absurd since for any assembly there are citizens who do not 
support the cause. It’s fairer to rewrite the Constitution and honestly declare the state 
antidemocratic and unlawful than to use such arguments in court. 
 
However, all these “arguments” were used in court rulingd as reasons to ban the 
assemblies. We have full sets of court records for two of the cases and a complete video 
recording of one (all links to documents in Ukrainian are found at the end). The City 
Council’s attorney had initially filed a motion to ban videotaping. During the hearings, 
the defendants tried to dispute the absurd arguments of the City Council. However, all 
three courts satisfied the government’s lawsuits issuing almost identical rulings. 
Therefore, the courts held formal hearings totally ignoring the essence of the right to 
peaceful assembly and the principles of fair trial. 
 
The government had to prove that the citizen’s intent to hold an assembly could endanger 
national security or public order, to prove that this danger was so serious that the ban of 
assembly was “necessary in democratic society” (according to international treaties 
Ukraine ratified). However, meeting the City Council demand the court ruled that 50 
people would obstruct movement in a huge square, obstruct people’s fun and leisure in 
the square (in a middle of work day), etc. Ad absurdum. 
 
What could the defendant do after the court decision? He could appeal during 10 days. 
However, it does not matter for the assembly since the ban comes into effect immediately 
and the appeal court is in no hurry at all to process the citizen’s appeal. Therefore, a 
citizen does not have even a theoretical opportunity to reinstate his right before the 



planned assembly date. 
 
Theoretically, the appellate court could rule that the government should not have 
“recommend the citizen to drop the idea of assembly” and should have assisted him in 
holding the event in a more suitable place. The appeal court could even invalidate the 
ruling of the first instance court; however this would have been post factum, after the 
planned assembly date. 
 
These three cases in Kharkiv are not exceptions. Similar court hearings occur everywhere 
supporting similar legally negligible government arguments. According to our 
monitoring, Ukrainian courts supported 83% and 88% of city council lawsuits to ban 
assemblies in 2010 and 2011 respectively. However we still have no idea how many 
lawsuits were filed by Kharkiv City Council and supported by Kharkiv courts since the 
City Council gives no answer to repeated information requests and the city prosecutor 
does not react to complaints about violation of the law “On access to public information”. 
Almost all active NGOs, trade unions and political parties in Kharkiv had assemblies 
banned by the local administrative courts at least once. 
 
Albert Dicey – one of the most renowned constitutional law theorists wrote that specific 
evidence should be provided and assumptions of any kind are unacceptable to restrict the 
right to peaceful assembly. However what do the theories and Constitution of Ukraine 
have to do with the Ukrainian government? The court rulings in Kharkiv were also 
substantiated by something titled “Provisional regulations on the issues of organizing and 
holding meetings, rallies and demonstrations, marches” adopted by Kharkiv city council 
in 2007. 
 
According to the Code of Administrative Procedure, court can only rely on the 
legislations that complies with the Constitution and the laws. However this and similar 
regulations were adopted clearly outside of the scope of the local government powers as 
defined by the Constitution and the laws and are the arbitrary actions of the city councils. 
 
We filed the complaints to prosecutors of all regional (oblast) centers where such 
regulations are used, some prosecutors opened legal proceedings to invalidate the 
regulations (e.g. in Lutsk), some illegally dismissed our complaints (e.g. in Kharkiv), 
most totally ignored. however we will try to use all legal instruments to invalidate them 
all. 
 
Unfortunately the described court practice is not related only to the right of peaceful 
assembly. We had encountered ourselves the mockery of justice concerning the 
implementation of the right to information, when trying to challenge in appeal courts the 
illegal acts of government bodies. Of course under such circumstances the terms “rule of 
law”, “equality and adversary of the parties in the process” could be used only 
sarcastically. 
 
The courts in Ukraine mostly ignore their main task as defined by Code of Administrative 
Procedure, i.e. “the defense of the rights, freedoms and interests of citizens … from 



violations of central and local governments and their representatives”. In the cases 
described above the Ukrainian state violated not only domestic law but also international 
treaties – Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
 
There is a huge gap between actually performed “justice” and fair procedure. Actually 
performed “justice” is a medieval mockery of the concepts of justice. The mockery of 
justice servile to the government kills any shoots of legal culture in society, invokes 
hostility towards government and forces civic activists to neglect the law. What is the 
sense of abiding the law if the law is not right and the justice is not fair? The government 
is destroying its legal base this way but they do not see it and do not care… 
 
Natalka Zubar, CEO of Civic Information and Methodology Center “Vsesvit” 
Olexander Severyn, doctor of law 
with kind help of Michael Savchyn, doctor of law 
 
#12 
New Book 
 
Riabchuk, Mykola. 2012. Gleichschaltung. Authoritarian Consolidation in Ukraine, 
2010-2012. Kyïv: “K. I. S”. ISBN: 978-617-684-001-5  (In English) 
 
Within the past two years, Mykola Riabchuk commented regularly on political 
developments in Ukraine in international periodicals. His best essays collected within this 
book provide a fabulous chronicle of a creeping authoritarian consolidation under the 
presidency of Victor Yanukovych. An astute analysis of political processes combined 
with a sound essayistic narrative make the book an advisable reading for the both 
political scientists and general public interested in the region. 
 
#13 
New Book 
 
Hankivsky, Olena and Anastasiya Salnikova, eds. 2012. Gender, Politics and Society in 
Ukraine. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. ISBN 9781442640641 
 
Gender, Politics, and Society in Ukraine is the first collection to examine how political, 
social, and economic transitions in post-Communist Ukraine are transforming gender 
roles and relations within the country. Leading Western and Ukrainian scholars and 
practitioners address a wide range of effects associated with and reinforced by these 
transitions – including the breakdown of the general welfare system, the lack of progress 
in the development of the healthcare system, gender inequality in political representation, 
the patriarchal nature of nation building, human trafficking, domestic violence, changing 
conceptions of fatherhood and masculinity, homelessness, and LGBT issues – from a 
variety of methodological and disciplinary perspectives. 
 



Gender, Politics, and Society in Ukraine is particularly innovative in its exploration of 
both women's and men's experiences and the ways in which gender relations shift over 
time in societies undergoing transitions to democracy. As such, this volume furthers the 
understanding of the complex obstacles and challenges of working towards gender 
equality in evolving democracies and identifies future priorities for research, politics, and 
policy development. 
 
#14 
New Book 
 
Bilenky, Serhiy. 2012. Romantic Nationalism in Eastern Europe: Russian, Polish, and 
Ukrainian Political Imaginations. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. ISBN 
9780804778060 
 
This book explores the political imagination of Eastern Europe in the 1830s and 1840s, 
when Polish, Russian, and Ukrainian intellectuals came to identify themselves as 
belonging to communities known as nations or nationalities. Bilenky approaches this 
topic from a transnational perspective, revealing the ways in which modern Russian, 
Polish, and Ukrainian nationalities were formed and refashioned through the challenges 
they presented to one another, both as neighboring communities and as minorities within 
a given community. Further, all three nations defined themselves as a result of their 
interactions with the Russian and Austrian empires. Fueled by the Romantic search for 
national roots, they developed a number of separate yet often overlapping and inclusive 
senses of national identity, thereby producing myriad versions of Russianness, Polishness, 
and Ukrainianness 
 
#15 
New Book 
 
Narvselius, Eleonora. 2012. Ukrainian Intelligentsia in Post-Soviet Lviv: Narratives, 
Identity, and Power. Lanham, MA: Lexington Books. ISBN 978-0-7391-6468-6 
 
Intelligentsia assumes the right to speak in the name of the entire nation and to 
extrapolate its own tastes, values and choices to it. Therefore, intelligentsia’s voices have 
been in many ways decisive in the discussions about Ukrainian national identity, which 
gained momentum in the post-Soviet Ukrainian society. The historical and cultural 
cityscape of L’viv is an especially apt site for investigation of the nexus intelligentsia-
nation not only in the Ukrainian, but in the East-Central European context. This 
borderline city, while not being a remarkable industrial, administrative or political centre, 
has acquired the reputation of a site of unique cultural production and a principal center 
of the Ukrainian nationalist movement throughout the twentieth century. Here the popular 
conceptions of intelligentsia have been elaborated at the intersection of various cultural, 
historical and political traditions. This study addresses Ukrainian-speaking intelligentsia 
and intellectuals in L’viv both as a discursive phenomenon and as the social category of 
cultural producers who in the new circumstances both articulate the nation and are 
articulated by it. 
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